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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
INSTALLATION MANAGEMENT AGENCY
NORTHEAST REGION
5 NORTH GATE RD
FORT MONROE, VA 23651-1048

SFIM-NE-PW (210-20) 2 Feb 04

MEMORANDUM THRU

Director, Installation Management Agency (SFIM-OP), 2511 Jefferson Davis Highway,
Arlington, VA 22202-3926

Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation Management (DAIM-MD), 600 Army Pentagon,
Washington, D.C. 20310-0600

FOR Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army (Installations and Housing), 110 Army
Pentagon, Washington, D.C. 20310-0110

SUBJECT: Preliminary Feasibility Study (Phase ) of Richmond Highway and
Telegraph Road Connector Fairfax County, Virginia

1. References:

a. Memorandum, Baltimore District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, CENAB-PL-E,
24 Nov 03, subject: Transmittal of the Preliminary Feasibility Study (Phase |) of
Richmond Highway and Telegraph Road Connector Fort Belvoir, VA. Enclosure 1

b. Memorandum For Record, Military District Washington/Installation Management
Agency, North East Region, 28 Jan 04, SAB. Enclosure 2

2. In accordance with Fiscal Year 2003 National Defense Authorization Act, PL 107-

314, dated 2 Dec 02, Section 367, a feasibility study assessing connector road corridor

alternatives was prepared in consultation with the Department of Transportation of the

Commonwealth of Virginia and Fairfax County. The preliminary feasibility study

ra;malyzing seven corridor options including extension of Old Mill Road is submitted
erein.

3. On 13 Jan 04 Major General Jackman, Commander, Military District Washington and
| co-chaired a meeting with impacted Fort Belvoir tenants to discuss alternatives and
achieve consensus as to preferred options. After discussion of the relative technical,
environmental, and economic merits and community and political ramifications of the
alternatives there was consensus on four points.

a. Alternative C, extension of Old Mill Road is the Army's preferred alternative.

b. Given existing conditions, projected population growth, and improvements to Van
Dorn Street, extension of Old Mill Road, by itself, will not eliminate the traffic congestion.
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Fairfax County should be encouraged, at all Army levels, to pursue Alternative G, Van
Dorn Street — Lockheed Boulevard connector as an additional long-term solution.

c. Technical and scheduling issues degrade the potential benefits of the proposed
interim measure: realigning Woodlawn Road and/or hardening mission essential
vulnerable assets. The Army should concentrate its planning and programming efforts
on the preferred permanent alternative while maintaining the interim as a failsafe.

d. The Army supports construction of mass transit facilities adjacent to Fort Belvoir
to ease traffic congestion in the future.

4. Point of contact is Bill Sanders, DSN 680-5193, commercial (757) 788-5193, e-mail
sanderswli@monroe.army.mil.

2 Encls DIANE M. DEVENS
Director

CF:
Commander, U.S. Army Military District Washington, 103 Third Avenue, Fort McNair,
Washington, D.C. 20319-5058



SFIM-NE-PW (210-20) 28 January 2004

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD

SUBJECT: Preliminary Feasibility Study (Phase I) of Richmond Highway and Telegraph Road
Connector Fairfax County, Virginia

1. On 13 Jan 04, MG Jackman, Commander, Military District Washington and Ms. Devens,
Director, Installation Management Agency, North East Region co-chaired a meeting of impacted
Fort Belvoir (FBVA) tenants to discuss alternatives assessed in the subject study and to select a
preferred option(s).

2. Major General Jackman opened the meeting thanking the Baltimore District for their efforts in
completing the study, soliciting input from attendees, emphasizing the importance of traffic
patterns on and in the immediate vicinity of FBVA and stating he expects the process to move
quickly after submission of the study and recommended preferred option to DA.

3. Mr. Larry Lisle, FBVA Master Planner discussed FBVA land use, east-west traffic patterns,
past road development efforts, and mission essential vulnerable assets (MEVA) and sensitive
facilities.

a. FBVA is comprised of three distinct areas. South Post is relatively highly developed and
dates back to WWI. Temporary facilities were constructed on North Post as part of the WWII
buildup, many of which have been replaced with facilities of permanent construction. Southwest
is relatively undeveloped.

b. FBVA and Huntley Meadows Park effectively separate Mount Vernon District and a
portion of Lee District from the rest of Fairfax County. In the last two to three decades there
have been, with varying degrees of success, efforts to construct/improve the road network. The
Fairfax County Parkway has been partially constructed. Completion of the Parkway (Route
7100) through the Army's Engineer Proving Ground is scheduled to begin in 2006. A project to
connect Van Dorn Street and Lockheed Boulevard was proposed and planning and design
accomplished, but concerns over environmental impact on Huntley Meadows Park resulted in its
cancellation. Fairfax County proposed widening Beulah Road to 4 lanes, but Army objections
limited improvements to that portion outside the installation.

c. Prior to 9 Sep 01, in accordance with Chief of Staff of the Army directive, FBVA
developed plans to close the post while allowing Beulah and Woodlawn roads to remain open.
When the plan was exercised in the summer of 2001, major congestion resulted. Immediately
following the terrorist attacks of 11 Sep, Beulah and Woodlawn roads were closed. Portions
have been reopened to vehicles with DOD stickers, with other portions remaining closed.

d. Initial complete and subsequent partial closure of Woodlawn and Beulah roads is due to
the numerous mission essential vulnerable assets (MEVA) on FBVA. Primary MEVAs include:
DLA, DTRA, INSCOM, DCEETA, and HECSA. Secondary MEVAs include: the fire and military
police stations, dial control office, and primary water and electrical source facilities. Sensitive
facilities include family housing, child development center, elementary school, exchange and
commissary, and, upon completion, the new hospital.
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4. Mr. David Hand, Baltimore District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers discussed study
parameters, alternatives, and advantages and disadvantages. Section 367, PL 107-314 directs
that (a) a preliminary engineering study and environmental analysis be conducted, with one
alternative being extension of Old Mill Road; (b) that the study be conducted in consuitation with
Fairfax County and the Virginia Department of Transportation; and (c) that a summary report
with budget justification materials in support of the budget of the President in fiscal year 2006 be
submitted. The Corps’ preliminary feasibility study identified 14 potential alternative corridors,
but narrowed the study focus to 7 alternative roadway corridors examining technical (vehicle
traffic volume, infrastructure, force protection and land use), environmental (natural and cultural
resources to be protected), and economic (macro-level cost comparison among alternatives)
feasibility. In addressing the general public’s great interest in local and regional traffic
congestion, the study'’s traffic analysis presented the projected traffic volume on the studied
alternative roadway corridors, the projected Woodlawn Road traffic volume (pre 11 Sep 2001)
that would be served, the projected change in volume on parallel north-south routes (Telegraph
Road and US Route 1), and the projected change in vehicle hours traveled, for both current
year 2003 and horizon year of 2025. The preliminary feasibility study evaluates potential 4-lane
roadway corridors, and does not provide exact corridor routings, detailed cost estimates, or
project development.

a. Alternative A is 2.99 miles long. Advantages include direct Route 1 to Telegraph Road
connectivity and tie-in to existing 4-way intersection at Telegraph Road, highest utilization of
existing roads, high traffic volume, low environmental impact, low land use change, and Fairfax
County Board of Supervisors (BOS) endorsement. Disadvantages include force protection, low
reduction in vehicle-hours traveled, bisects western portion of North Post, taking of 2.2 acres of
on-post residential area, impacts golf course, and high number of utility crossings and
cultural/historic sites. Of particular concern is that 8,900 feet of the road would be within 400
meters of security sensitive facilities.

b. Alternative B is 3.02 miles long. Advantages include direct Route 1 to Telegraph Road
connectivity and tie-in to existing 4-way intersection at Telegraph Road, low environmental
impact, and Fairfax County BOS endorsement. Disadvantages are length, low use of existing
roads, low reduction in vehicle-hour traveled, bisects western portion of North Post, impacts golf
course and Historic/Heritage Protection Districts, and third highest estimated cost.

c. Alternative C is 2.28 miles long. Advantages include direct Route 1 to Telegraph Road
connectivity, high reduction in paraliel North-South route traffic volume, low environmental
impact, Fairfax County BOS endorsement, and second lowest estimated cost. Disadvantages:
include bisects North Post, introduction of another "T" intersection with Telegraph Road,
greatest on-post forestry impact, and impacts Historic/Heritage Protection Districts.

d. Alternative D is 2.65 miles in long. Advantages include use of existing roads, good Route
1 to Telegraph Road connectivity, and force protection. Disadvantages are: bisects eastern
portion of North Post, introduction of another "T" intersection with Telegraph Road, closeness to
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Hayfield Elementary School (within 350 feet) and Hayfield Secondary School (within 700 feet),
required relocation of main substation serving FBVA, being parallel to high tension overhead
electrical lines, impacts Historic/Heritage Protection Districts, and highest estimated cost.

e. Alternative E is the shortest route at 1.86 miles, but terminates at Pole Road, not Route 1.
Advantages include high reduction in vehicle-hours traveled and does not bisect the post or
impact cultural or historic areas. Disadvantages are no use of existing roads, no direct
connection to Route 1 and Telegraph Road, closeness to Hayfield Elementary School (within
350 feet) and Hayfield Secondary School (within 700 feet), required relocation of main
substation serving FBVA, being parallel to high tension overhead electrical lines, impacts 12
acres of Chesapeake Bay Resource Protection Areas and three acres of Huntley Meadows
Park, documented opposition Fairfax County BOS, and strong public/agency opposition.

f. Alternative F is 2.61 miles long. Advantages include high reduction in parallel north-south
route traffic volume and vehicle-hours traveled and does not bisect North Post or impact cultural
or historical areas. Disadvantages include no direct connection to Route 1, no use of existing
roads, does not directly connect Route 1 and Telegraph Road, close proximity to U.S. Coast
Guard communications facility, taking of 7.59 acres of off-post residential property, impact on 26
acres of wetlands/ floodplains and 12 acres of Huntley Meadows Park, documented opposition
by Fairfax County BOS, strong public/agency opposition, and second highest estimated cost.

g. Alternative G is 2.26 miles long. Advantages include highest volume of local traffic
carried, does not bisect North Post, good regional east-west connector, and lowest estimated
cost. Disadvantages include low use of existing roads, an actual increase in vehicle-hours
traveled, low reduction in north-south parallel road volume, taking of 2.62 acres of off-post
residential property, impact on 19 acres of Huntley Meadows Park, documented opposition by
Fairfax County BOS, and strong public/agency opposition.

5. Mr. John Spears, MDW, briefed on conclusions drawn after evaluating technical information
available from the preliminary study accounting for political and community relations impacts.
Mount Vernon and Lee Districts have approximately 60,000 residents who are further cut off
from the rest of Fairfax County by closure of Woodlawn and Beulah roads. The separation of
these districts has been recognized for some time and various road construction/improvement
projects have been proposed and studied including those completely off-post, through post, and
along the eastern boundary of FBVA. Construction of a Van Dorn Street — Lockheed Boulevard
connector was planned, but stopped due to the public resistance to any construction affecting
Huntley Meadows Park. This resistance remains strong - most of the comments resulting from
the 17 Nov 03 public information forum expressed opposition to any development. Additionally,
the wetland is stressed by nearby development. In addition to suspending all efforts to
construct the Van Dorn — Lockheed connector, Fairfax County no longer supports alternatives
along FBVA's eastern boundary, i.e., Alternatives E and F. Alternatives A and B are less
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attractive than Alternative C for a number of reasons including force protection and traffic
carrying capacity of the off-post road network to which they would connect.

6. Mr. Spears spoke to the issue of Alternative C bisecting North Post, suggesting relocation of
Woodlawn Village housing and redevelopment of the area as recreational space would shift the
practical boundary to the west somewhat mitigating the impact. He also explained how
Alternative C could support a division of on-post traffic improving local traffic flow and provision
of mass transit, particularly for DLA, DTRA, INSCOM, and any future development on North
Post.

7. Formal presentations were followed by open discussion.

a. MG Stephens stated Alternative C was better than A, B, D, E, and F leaving only
Alternatives C and G. He said in the long-term Alternative C would not be sufficient to alleviate
the traffic problems and the Army should work with local, state, and federal authorities to
develop the political support to overcome opposition to construction the Van Dorn Street -
Lockheed Boulevard connector.

b. DCEETA representative supported Alternative C stating the standoff was good and the
grade afforded additional protection.

c. Mr. Rau, HECSA stated there were no objections to Alternative C.

d. Concern was expressed over extension of Kingman Road in the direction of the Earthlink
Station. COL Williams stated there were no plans to extend Kingman Road.

e. LTG Hack asked if Alternative C impacts the existing access control points (ACP).
Implementation of any on-post alternative could require additional ACPs depending upon
desired access, but as currently envisioned Alternatives C — G have no ACP impacts.
Alternatives A and B would require reconfiguring existing ACPs.

8. MG Jackman spoke about the interim solution. Two alternatives have been advanced: (1)
provide blast protection and reopen Woodlawn Road and (2) realign Woodlawn Road by
construction of a road segment through golf course. DCEETA has agreed to visit a potential
contractor to discuss the hardening option. Mr. Chandler stated DCEETA had spoken with one
firm and their blast mitigation technology did not adequately address the over pressure issue.
He stated relocation of the road is the quality solution.

9. MG Jackman concluded the meeting restating the mutually agreed upon recommendations:

a. The recommended alternative is C.
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b. Long-term, construction of the Van Dotn Street - Lockheed Boulevard connector will be
required and the Army should work to assist the local, state, and federal authorities to establish
a polltical climate in which the road can be built,

c. The time advantages of the interim solution are not significant compared to Alternative C
and shouid not be the Army's primary focus.

d. Mass transit opporunities should be pursued/suppef!

o

E M. DEVENS

GALEN JACKMAN DIA
MG, USA DIRECTOR
COMMANDING



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
BALTIMORE DISTRICT, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P. 0. BOX 1716

BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21203-171S

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

CENAB-PL-E (200) 24 November 2003

MEMORANDUM FOR Installation Management Agency, Northeast Region, ATTN: SFIM-NE-
PW-P (Williarn Sanders), SA North Gate Road, Fort Monroe, VA 23651-1047

SUBJECT: Transmittal of the Preliminary Feasibility Study (Phase 1) of Richmond Highway
and Telegraph Road Connector, Fort Belvoir, VA,

1. The purpose of this memorandum is to submit to your office seven (7) hard copy and CD-
ROM copies of the subject study for distribution within the Department of the Army, review and
action.

2. The study is submitted in response 1o Congressional direction to perform “Engineering Study
and Environmental Analysis of Road Modifications in Vicinity of Fort Belvoir, Virginia”
described in Section 367 to the FY03 National Defense Authorization Act, PL 107-314, dated 2
Dec 02. Section 367 directed SECARMY to submit a summary of engineering study and
environmental analysis with budget justification materials in support of the budget of the
President for fiscal year 2006.

3. This initial phase of study effort is a planning-leve] feasibility alternatives analysis with
macro-level cost support. No definitive road “project” is identified at this time. The Feasibility
study examined seven (7) road corridor alternatives (identified by consensus of working group
members to include Fort Belvoir, Fairfax County and Virginia Department of Transportation) in
three (3) generic road connector comridors: (1) connector and/or hardening/reopening of existing
road(s) through the Fort Belvoir installation’s North Post; (2) connector at periphery of North
Post, analyzing specifically in one or more alternative(s) the existing Old Mill Road as an east
terminus as directed in the Section 367 language; and (3) connector outside the installation’s
northern boundary (encompassing residential and commercial areas and the County’s Huntley
Meadows Park).

4. The Feasibility study does not make any recommendations for a particular alternative,
however the stated preferences of the Fort Belvoir and Fairfax County group members are
included for informative purposes. In evaluating the technical, economic and environmental
feasibility of potential alternative routes 1o replace the closed Woodlawn Road and Beulah Street,
the study finds that all alternatives studied are feasible for consideration to implement, but do not
represent all possible implementation actions, e.g. no action or local and/or regional traffic artery
improvements vice a new roadway. It is noted that any roadway corridor(s) affecting the
County’s Huntley Meadows Park would require special Congressional legislation, based on
current deed restrictions as to such development. Additionally, the report includes an Appendix
of public comments received as of the date of this transmittal, resulting from 2 Public
Information Session held on 17 November 2003 in conjunction with the Public Scoping
Workshop for Fort Belvoir’s Master Plan Update Environmental Impact Statement.
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5. Request direction and authorization to proceed to specific project initiation in accordance with

Section 367 Congressional language to support project definition and appropriate engineering
design and environmental analysis to establish sufficient budget justification materials in support
of the President’s budget for fiscal year 2006.

6. Please contact Mr. David Hand at (410) 962-8154 if you have any questions regarding this
matter.

2

Encls ROBERTF. GORE
Chief, Planning and Environmental
Services Branch
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report was prepared under the authority of Section 367 of the Fiscal Year 2003
Military Appropriations Act, Public Law 107-314, December 2, 2002 (Appendix A),
which directed the Secretary of the Army to

Conduct a preliminary engineering and environmental study to evaluate
the feasibility of establishing a connector road between Richmond
Highway (United States Route 1) and Telegraph Road in order to provide
an alternative to Beulah Road (State Route 613) and Woodlawn Road
(State Route 618) at Fort Belvoir, Virginia.

This preliminary study evaluated the technical, economic, and environmental feasibility
of potential alternative routes to replace the closed Woodlawn Road and Beulah Street
routes. Alternatives investigated were (1) entirely on Fort Belvoir, (2) entirely off Fort
Belvoir, and (3) both on and off Fort Belvoir. The focus of this study was to identify
potential long-term solutions to the problem of traffic congestion, and therefore the study
does not identify near-term measures to ease the current traffic congestion. This report
does not recommend any alternative over the others; rather, it highlights the advantages
and disadvantages of seven alternatives based on criteria developed by the Road Study
Interagency Working Group, a team of representatives from the Army, the Virginia
Department of Transportation, and Fairfax County government. Macro-level assessments
of land use, environmental constraints, and cultural resources were performed, but a
micro-level analysis of the environmental impacts was not performed. If one or more of
the seven dternatives are selected for further study, a more detailed environmental
analysis would be required to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act.

Three components were used to identify alternatives for this study: (1) aternatives
defined in the congressonal mandate, (2) alternatives contained in previous
transportation studies in the vicinity of Fort Belvoir, and (3) alternatives developed in a
collaborative effort with the stakeholders conducted between March and November 2003.
The following options were considered during development of the alternatives:

Reopen or modify existing on-post roads for public access.

Fairfax County, Virginia ES1 November 2003
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Identify a new roadway alignment through or around the eastern portion of the
installation to reconnect Telegraph Road and U.S. Route 1.

Identify anew connector roadway alignment entirely off-post.

Extend Old Mill Road to Telegraph Road.

Reassess previous road studies and their alternatives.

This preliminary study initialy reviewed 14 corridor alignments that could serve as
future connector roads between Telegraph Road and U.S. Route 1 in the vicinity of Fort
Belvoir. The number of corridors was narrowed to seven based on input from
stakeholders and the evaluation criteria defined for this study. Alignments of the seven
corridors were scrutinized, and minor adjustments to the corridors were made to reduce
economic, environmental, or technical impacts. The traffic influence, constraints, and
relative macro-level costs of the final seven corridors were compared. These seven
alternatives are presented in Figure ES-1.

The objective of this study was to identify alternative corridors that were technically,
environmentally, and economically feasible. The technical evaluation focused primarily
on traffic analyses to demonstrate the effect that each alternative would have on local and
regional traffic. The environmental analysis considered existing constraints based on
available data from Fort Belvoir and Fairfax County. Because of the very preliminary
nature of this study, the economic evaluation was limited to a macro-level cost
comparison. Evaluations of these feasibility objectives are presented in a corridor matrix
and macro-level cost comparison table in Section 5 and Section 7 of this report. All
seven alternatives are considered to be technically, environmentally, and economically
feasible at this phase of the study. A summary of the alternatives relative to these
feasibility objectivesis provided below, followed by the preferences of some of the Study
Team members.

Technical Feasibility

The corridor aternatives were evaluated for their local and regiona influence. Traffic
analyses were performed using four-lane road scenarios. Loca influence reflects the
volume of traffic (vehicles per day) that would be expected to use the aternative road, if

Fairfax County, Virginia ES2 November 2003
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constructed. Regional influence reflects a reduction in total vehicle hours traveled per
day. Thefollowing conclusions are based on current year (2003) model runs.

All seven of the alternatives demonstrate a positive result in relieving traffic congestion
in the Fort Belvoir area, as measured by the amount of traffic rerouted from Woodlawn
Road to the alternative corridor. Alternative A has the highest number of rerouted traffic
at approximately 5,100 vehicles per day. This alternative makes use of existing
alignments with Woodlawn Road and Beulah Street, making it understandable that the
local traffic would return to using the same or very similar routes. The aternative that is
nearest to Alternative A from a local perspective is Alternative C, with approximately
4,700 vehicles per day. This aternative, an extension of Old Mill Road, represents the
most direct route to Telegraph Road.

The corridors with the most positive influence on regiona traffic are Alternatives F, C,
D, and E. The greatest reduction in vehicle hours traveled from the presumed baseline is
Alternative F, resulting in a reduction of approximately 4,500 vehicle hours traveled.
The second largest reduction in vehicles traveled is in Alternatives C, D, and E with a
reduction of approximately 2,700, 3,000, and 3,200 vehicles hours traveled, respectively.

The corridor with the highest projected change in volume on parallel routes is Alternative
F with nearly 11,000 vehicles per day from Route 1, north of Sherwood Hall Lane and
Fairfax County Parkway, north of John J. Kingman Road. The greatest reduction in
vehicle hours traveled is achieved by Alternative F, which reduces the number of vehicle
hours traveled per day by 4,500. The second largest reductions in vehicle hours traveled
per day are achieved by Alternatives C, D, and E, each of which reduces the number of
vehicle hours traveled per day by 3,000. Alternatives A and G have the highest average
volume of traffic a over 16,000 vehicles per day and 18,000 vehicles per day,
respectively.

Fairfax County, Virginia ES4 November 2003
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The corridors with the greatest improvement in level of service during the morning rush
hour are Alternatives A, C, D, and E. During the evening rush hour, Alternatives B, D,
and E show the greatest improvement in level of service.

If the evaluation criteria are combined, Alternative C is the most favorable alternative
from atraffic perspective because it provides one of the greatest improvementsin level of
service, has the second highest beneficial influence on local and regiona traffic, and has
the second largest change in volume on parallel routes.

Environmental Feasibility

The environmental criteria encompass a wide range of constraints. This preliminary
study specifically avoided weighting the criteria. Therefore, a quantifiable environmental
assessment was not performed. Instead, the seven corridor aignments were
superimposed over maps of environmental conditions that identify the constraints within
the aternative corridors. These values are presented in the matrix in Section 5 for

general comparison purposes.

None of the corridor alignments appear to have environmental constraints that could not
be mitigated. Some readily apparent differences between the alternatives are the amount
of wetlands and floodplains affected, the number of potential noise-sensitive receptors,
and the number of historic or cultural sites affected. The alternatives with the least
impact on natural resources (wetlands, upland habitat, threatened and endangered species,
rare ecological communities) are Alternatives A and B; Alternative F hasthe most impact
on natural resources. The corridor with the lowest number of potential noise-sensitive
receptors is Alternative A; Alternative G has the highest number of potential noise-
sensitive receptors. The corridor with the most historic and cultural sites affected is
Alternative A; Alternatives E, F, and G do not affect any historic and cultural sites.

Economical Feasihility

The aternative with the lowest comparative cost is Alternative G at $25 million if all the
assumptions were correct. The second lowest comparative cost is Alternative C at
approximately $28 million. It should be noted that these costs are highly unrefined

Fairfax County, Virginia ESS5 November 2003
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because of the preliminary nature of this study. It isquite likely that costs would increase
based on revised alignments, detailed road design, field data (e.g., geotechnical survey),

and mitigation measures.
Study Team Preferences

There was a desire among the study team members to narrow the list of seven
aternatives. However, identifying preferred alternatives was difficult to substantiate due
to the preliminary nature of the study, particularly from a beneficial perspective. For
example, the alignment of each corridor is very approximate and a slight modification in
the alignment could significantly change the environmental and economical feasibility.

The following statements summarize the opinions of the study team members on the |east
favorable alternatives. Although all seven aternatives were determined to be feasible,
specific study team members did not desire some of the aternatives but agreed to keep
them in this study for comparison purposes.

Fort Belvoir. Alternatives F and G are most desired by Fort Belvoir because they have a
positive affect on regional traffic congestion and do not have negative force protection
implications. Alternative G was specifically requested to be added to this study by Fort
Belvoir during the September 16, 2003 Study Team meeting. Alternative A is least
desired by Fort Belvoir due to the existing and proposed land-use along this existing

corridor.

Fairfax County. Of the alternatives considered in this study, Fairfax County endorses
aternatives A, B, and C or a hybrid of these alternatives as viable options to replace the
traffic capacity and accessibility lost with the closure of Woodlawn Road and Beulah
Street. This desire was expressed in a letter from Katherine Hanley, Chairman-Fairfax
County Board of Supervisors, to Colonel Williams, Fort Belvoir Garrison Commander,
that was given to the study team during the November 17, 2003 information meeting.

Alternatives F and G are the least desired by Fairfax County because they traverse
Huntley Meadows Park. The alternative G corridor was identified in a previous study as
the preferred alternative but was faced with strong resistance by the Park Authority and

Fairfax County, Virginia ES-6 November 2003
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local residents. An attempt to proceed with this corridor was made approximately 15
years ago and did not succeed due to the deed to the property. Theissueis. any activity
in Huntley Meadows Park would require Fairfax County to renegotiate the deed to the
property with the Department of Interior.

The Virginia Department of Transportation. The Virginia Department of
Transportation did not express amost or least favorable alternative.

Fairfax County, Virginia ES7 November 2003
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SECTION 1.0:
PURPOSE AND SCOPE

1.1  Purpose

This report was prepared under the authority of Section 367 of the Fiscal Year (FY) 2003
Military Appropriations Act, Public Law 107-314, December 2, 2002 (Appendix A),
which directed the Secretary of the Army to

Conduct a preliminary engineering and environmental study to evaluate
the feasibility of establishing a connector road between Richmond
Highway (U.S Route 1) and Telegraph Road in order to provide an
alternative to Beulah Sreet (Sate Route 613) and Woodlawn Road (State
Route 618) at Fort Belvoir, Virginia, which were closed as a force
protection measure.

This preliminary feasibility study represents a response to the congressional mandate as
the first phase of a potentially multiphase study to develop a connector road between U.S.
Route 1 and Telegraph Road.

1.2  Scope

The scope of this study was to perform a cursory evaluation to determine the technical,
economic, and environmental feasibility of alternative routes to replace the closed
Woodlawn Road and Beulah Street routes. Alternatives studied were (1) entirely on Fort
Belvair, (2) entirely off Fort Belvoir, and (3) both on and off Fort Belvoir. The focus of
this study was to identify long-term solutions to the problem of traffic congestion. The
advantages and disadvantages of each route, based on criteria developed by the Road
Study Interagency Working Group, are presented in Section 6.0 of this report. Macro-
level assessments of land use, environmental constraints, and cultural resources were
performed.

Alternatives were developed based on three sources. congressionally mandated
requirements, previous road studies, and a collaborative effort conducted among
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stakeholders and the public between March and November 2003. The following options
were considered during development of the alternatives:

Reopen or modify existing on-post roads for public access.

Identify a new roadway alignment through or around the eastern portion of the
installation to connect Telegraph Road and U.S. Route 1.

| dentify anew connector roadway alignment entirely off-post.

Extend Old Mill Road to Telegraph Road.

Reassess previous road studies and their alternatives.

Traffic analyses performed for the Fort Belvoir area before the road closures served as a
baseline condition for this study. Additional traffic models were run to evaluate the
effectiveness of each alignment as a replacement for Woodlawn Road and Beulah Street.

This study does not address the need for immediate and near-term mitigation measures to
ease current traffic congestion. An analysis of the option of hardening of facilities along
the Woodlawn Road/Beulah Street route for force protection purposes and reopening
these roads was not performed as part of this study. Such an analysis, as well as an
anaysis of immediate and near-term mitigation measures, would be performed as a
separate study. This report does not recommend any alternative over any other. A
microanalysis of the environmental impacts of the alternatives was not conducted. If one
or more of the seven routes are selected for further study, more detailed environmental
anayses would be performed to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA).

Public I nvolvement

The Road Study Interagency Working Group (Study Team), made up of representatives
from the Army, Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT), and Fairfax County
government, was involved throughout the development of this study. Details of the
Study Team’'s involvement in the development process are discussed throughout this

document.
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1.4  Study Timeline and Future Steps

This study represents the first phase of the preliminary engineering and environmental
study. A decision on whether to proceed is anticipated by January 2004. If a decision to
proceed is made, the following steps are likely to occur:

Congressional action to provide funding
Formal NEPA process
Design

Construction
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SECTION 2.0:
BACKGROUND

21

22

Road Closings

Woodlawn Road (State Route 618) and Beulah Street (State Route 613) are two-lane
roads that extend through Fort Belvoir's North Post (Figures 2-1 and 2-2). These roads
were constructed and maintained by VDOT, and commuters used them as connecting
routes between Richmond Highway (U.S. Route 1) and Telegraph Road before they were
closed. Fairfax County planned to widen Woodlawn Road to four lanes, and included it
in the Fairfax County Comprehensive Plan.

The events of September 11, 2001, triggered an increase in security measures at military
installations across the United States. One of the measures was the immediate closure of
public roads through Fort Belvoir to non-Army traffic. The consequences were increased
traffic congestion in the vicinity of Fort Belvoir. Figure 2-3 shows the daily traffic
volumes, in vehicles per day, for the road network in and around Fort Belvoir in the pre-
and post-September 11 scenarios. Figure 24 shows the projected daily traffic volumes
for the road network in and around Fort Belvoir for the year 2025.

In response to public pressure to ease this traffic situation, Congress acted by including
specific language in the FY 03 National Defense Authorization Act that authorized this
study.

Road Study | nteragency Working Group

To a large extent, this study is the result of the concerns expressed by the citizens of
Fairfax County, Virginia, to their local, state, and congressional representatives regarding
the increased traffic congestion in the Fort Belvoir area that resulted from the closing of
Woodlawn Road and Beulah Street. Consequently, a critical element of this study wasto
ensure that a broad spectrum of stakeholders was represented in the development and
evaluation of alternatives.
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2.3

The Road Study Interagency Working Group members (referred to as stakeholders or the
Study Team) involved in devel oping the route aternatives included the Department of the
Army (Northeastern Regional Office [NERQ] of the Installation Management Agency
[IMA], Military District of Washington [MDW], and Fort Belvoir), VDOT Northern
Virginia District Office, and Fairfax County (Board of Supervisors and Department of
Transportation). Each agency had its own interests and requirements for this study, and
thus the study represents a collaborative effort among them. The primary concerns of
stakehol ders were the following:

Reduce the traffic congestion in the Fort Belvoir area

Ensure force protection

Consider environmental and socioeconomic impacts

Minimize impacts on residential neighborhoods and schools

Define aproject that could be executed as quickly as possible

Maintain access to facilities, including Mount Vernon hospital and government
center, historic plantations (Mount Vernon, Woodlawn, and Gunston Hall),
Springfield Mall, Franconia-Springfield Parkway, and 1-95 employment centers.

Beyond the agencies identified above, other federal, state, and local government agencies
participated in the process of developing alternatives. A list of the agencies that
participated in the stakeholder meetings is provided in Appendix B.

Prior Road Studies

Traffic congestion along U.S. Route 1 and Telegraph Road existed in the Fort Belvoir
area before the closing of Woodlawn Road and Beulah Street. Consequently, VDOT, the
Army, Fairfax County, and other agencies have performed numerous studies to address
the traffic issues along U.S. Route 1 and Telegraph Road. The Fairfax County
Comprehensive Plan addresses the need to widen both Woodlawn Road and Beulah
Street to four lanes. Two of these studies and their findings were incorporated into this
report for further consideration because of their relevance and their convergence with this
study’s goals. The first study, the Lockheed Boulevard Connector Road Study, was
completed by Fairfax County in 1978 and was followed by an Environmental Assessment
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232

in 1983. The second study, the North Post Transportation Study, was conducted by Fort
Belvoir in December 2000.

L ockheed Boulevard Connector Road Study

The intent of Fairfax County’s Lockheed Boulevard Connector Road Study was to
identify a connector route that would minimize the volume of commuters using
residential areas as shortcuts and to enhance access to and movement between
employment and commercial centers, community facilities, and various residential areas.

The study evaluated 15 potential road segments that created 8 road alternatives
connecting the southeastern part of Fairfax County (Franconia and Springfield areas) to
U.S. Route 1. Of these, four alternatives (LH-B/CDB, LH-C/CEG, LH-D/FG, and LH-
A/MLK) were selected as potentia solutions to provide improved east-west access from
[-395 (Figure 2-5).

The Department of the Interior's Record of Decision on the Lockheed Boulevard
Connector Road Study, dated November 30, 1990, is provided as Appendix C.

North Post Transportation Study

Seventeen years after Fairfax County completed the Lockheed Boulevard Connector
Environmental Assessment, Fort Belvoir performed the North Post Transportation Study.
The study’s primary focus was to address the force protection concerns of security-
sensitive tenant organizations on-post that feared breaches of security from nearby
commuter roads. The study identified five transportation alternatives on the North Post,
which included roadway alternatives to replace existing Beulah Street and Woodlawn
Road, as well as the option of completely closing the North Post to off-site commuter
traffic. All five alternatives presented in the North Post Transportation Study were
initially considered as viable alternatives for the purpose of this preliminary feasibility
study. Figure 2-6 illustrates the three proposed routes that did not use existing roads.
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Hin:Iey Meadows Park
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LEGEND - North Post Tranportatlon Study Comdor Alternatlves (2000)

Fort Belvoir
Note: NP-D would close the North Post to non-post traiffic.

NP-E would prohibit through trucks from entering the North Post.

Sources: U.S. Department ofthe Army, 2000; USGS, 19%4. Figure 2-6
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Roadways and Traffic Conditionsin the Vicinity of Fort Belvoir

U.S. Route 1 is classified as a principa arterial with a generally north-south regional
orientation. Across Fort Belvoir, however, the roadway runs in an east-west direction.
Access to Fort Belvoir is provided via three gates off U.S. Route 1. Through the Fort,
U.S. Route 1 is primarily a four-lane, undivided roadway with exclusive turn lanes at the
major intersections. Before the events of September 11, 2001, U.S. Route 1 carried
approximately 37,000 vehicles per day (vpd) in the vicinity of Fort Belvoir.

Most of the U.S. Route 1 corridor currently operates at or beyond capacity. In the
vicinity of Fort Belvoir, conditions are particularly congested during the morning and
evening peak commuting hours. Within Fairfax County, identifying existing deficiencies
and developing programs for improvement have been the object of intense study. The
Constrained Long Range Plan of the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments
(MWCOG) recommended the addition of a third through lane in the Fort Belvoir area,
with a completion date of 2015. However, the improvement to U.S. Route 1 currently
has no committed funding.

Telegraph Road (State Route 611) begins at U.S. Route 1 to the south and west of Fort
Belvoir. It is classified as a minor arteria (type A), and it runs alongside the northern
boundary of the installation. Between the summer of 2000 and March 2002, a 2.5-mile
segment between U.S. Route 1 and Beulah Street was improved from a two-lane to a
four-lane divided roadway. From this point, the road narrows to two lanes approximately
0.2 mile northeast of the Beulah Street intersection (VDOT 2003a). Traffic conditions
southwest of the Beulah Street intersection have improved because of the widening of
Telegraph Road in the southwest direction. In the opposing traffic direction (heading
northeast), traffic congestion has increased because of the reduction in road capacity from
two northeast-bound lanes to one.

The Beulah Street entrance to Fort Belvoir from Telegraph Road was a mgjor access
point before the events of September 11, 2001. At that time, the traffic volume along
Telegraph Road was approximately 17,500 vpd in the vicinity of Fort Belvoir. Today,
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even though the Beulah Street entrance is closed to unrestricted access, the intersection of
Telegraph Road is accommodating approximately 17,000 vpd.

A traffic volume database exists for Fort Belvoir and its surrounding roadways. Much of
the count data was obtained for use in the North Post Transportation Study and in
Environmental Assessments conducted for various actions on Fort Belvoir. Table 21
summarizes daily traffic volumes at locations on and adjacent to Fort Belvoir under four
different time scenarios: (1) before the events of September 11, 2001—Open post; (2)
after September 11, 2001, and the subsequent closing of Woodlawn Road and Beulah
Street—Closed post; (3) horizon year 2025, in which Woodlawn Road and Beulah Street
are presumed open to all traffic; and (4) horizon year 2025 with the current road closures.

Traffic data for before and after September 11, 2001, developed as part of the ongoing
Fort Belvoir Mager Plan update study, were obtained for use in this study. For the 2025
projected traffic volumes figures, the latest regional travel demand model (MWCOG
Version 2./TP+Release C) was used to forecast future traffic volumes in the vicinity of
Fort Belvoir to the year 2025. The 2025 model aso included the South Post
Development Scenario, which proposes to add 3 million square feet of development on
Fort Belvoir by 2025, with most of that development taking place on the South Post golf
course.

The closing of the post to public access and through traffic after the events of
September 11, 2001, negatively affected U.S. Route 1 through the post, Fairfax County
Parkway, and Telegraph Road. Traffic also increase significantly on John J. Kingman
Road east of Fairfax County Parkway as Fort Belvoir traffic was diverted from the
Beulah Street entrance to the North Post to the John J. Kingman Road entrance (Figure 2-
2). U.S. Route 1 through the post (as well as elsewhere in the corridor) is over capacity.
Although there is generally excess capacity on Fairfax County Parkway, the intersection
at John J. Kingman Road is over capacity during the afternoon peak period. Additional
capacity had recently been created on Telegraph Road west of Beulah Street, but capacity
issues still exist on Telegraph Road east of Beulah Street.
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Table 2-1. Estimated of Traffic Volumesfor 1999, 2003, and 2025

1999 2003
LOCATION Open Post Closed Post 2025 2025
Scenario Scenario Open Post Closed Post
(vpd) (vpd) Scenario Scenario
Before 9/11 After 9/11 (vpd) (vpd)
Beulah Street north of 18,100 21,600 42,200 29,800
Telegraph Road
Beulah Street south of
Telegraph Road o o 28,800 11,900
Fairfax County Parkway
north of U.S. Route 1 13,300 23,300 20,800 31,700
Fairfax County Parkway
north of Telegraph Road 30,500 35,000 50,600 54,400
John J. Kingman Road east
of Fairfax County Parkway 8,400 14,000 19,500 21,900
Newington Road north of 8.000 4.500 4.900 5.100
Telegraph Road
U.S. Route 1 east of
Woodlawn Road 37,000 49,200 82,400 80,800
U.S. Route 1 west of . . 55.500 61,900
Belvoir Road
U.S. Route 1 west of
Fairfax County Parkway o o 64,900 66,700
Telegraph Road east of 17,900 17,300 26,000 25,700
Beulah Street
Telegraph Road west of . . 14.000 18,000
Newington Road
Woodlawn Road north of . . 28,100 16,900

U.S. Route 1

— = Data not collected at these intersections.

Fairfax County, Virginia
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There was a lag of about 4 years between the Open Post and Closed Post data collection
periods. Over that time, traffic volumes through and adjacent to Fort Belvoir increased as
a result of regional demographic growth. Historical data indicate that traffic on major
roadways in the region is growing at approximately 1.5 percent per year. Therefore, a
portion of the increased traffic near Fort Belvoir may be attributed to regional growth and
not solely to the closing of the post to through traffic.

Output from the travel demand model indicates that opening the post to through traffic
would have a positive effect on 2025 traffic volumes in the vicinity. Specificaly, a
positive effect would be expected on U.S. Route 1 through the Post, on Fairfax County
Parkway, and on Telegraph Road. However, significant increases in volume are
projected for Woodlawn Road and Beulah Street on the North Post and for Beulah Street
north of Telegraph Road. As would be expected, the roadways affected are the same as
those indicated for the 2003 Closed Post scenario.
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IDENTIFICATION OF STUDY ALTERNATIVES

31

3.2

Three components were used to identify alternatives for this study: (1) aternatives
defined in the congressonal mandate, (2) alternatives contained in previous
transportation studies in the vicinity of Fort Belvoir, and (3) alternatives developed in a
collaborative effort involving the stakeholders. Alternatives were developed for each of
the following categories:

Modifying and reopening of Woodlawn Road and/or Beulah Street
New road alignment (on-post)

New road alignment (off-post)

A combination of the on- and off-post new road alignments

No action

Each alternative selected in this study was evaluated, through due process of input from
stakeholders and discussions with technical professionals, for its adequacy to

Improve general accessibility and transportation in the area.

Minimize environmental degradation, including impacts on adjacent property,
special watershed conditions, and rare ecological communities, as well as to
follow all permit requirements and other regulatory constraints.

Ensure security with respect to either the direct route footprint or its associated
effects such asincreased visibility, proximity, and exposure.

Meet political and socioeconomic requirements.

Congressional Mandate

The congressional authorization language expressly directed that the minimum analysis
include “the extension of Old Mill Road north to Telegraph Road.”

Options Contained in Previous Transportation Studies

Two prior road connector and transportation studies performed for the Fort Belvoir area
(discussed in Section 2.3) were incorporated into this study.
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3.2.1 Lockheed Boulevard Connector Road Study

The Lockheed Boulevard Connector Road Study identified eight aternatives, four of
which were eliminated for further study because they were not technicaly or
environmentally feasible. The remaining four alternatives were analyzed in detail, and
one of them, Alternative MLK (Alternative G in this study), was selected as the preferred
aternative. The following four alternatives (depicted with blue lines in Figure 2-5) were
selected for detailed analysis:

LH-A. A four-lane connector road that begins at the intersection of U.S. Route 1
and Lockheed Boulevard, extends west along the northern border of Fairfax
County’s Huntley Meadows Park, and veers northwest to align with Van Dorn
Street.

LH-B. A four-lane connector road that begins at the intersection of U.S. Route 1
and Sacramento Drive, extends north on Sacramento Drive to the boundary of
Fort Belvoir, bisects the base, crosses Telegraph Road, and connects with Beulah
Street at a“T” intersection.

LH-C. A four-lane connector road that begins at the intersection of U.S. Route 1
and Sacramento Drive, continues north along the same route as LH-B until it
crosses the boundary of Fort Belvoir and veers to the northeast, turns north as it
passes through the southwest corner of Huntley Meadows Park, and veers
northwest, passing through the Hayfield Park subdivision before aligning with
Hayfield Road and ending at the Franconia-Springfield Parkway.

LH-D. A four-lane connector road that begins at the intersection of U.S. Route 1
and Highland Lane, continues north just east of the eastern boundary of Fort
Belvoir, and passes through the southwest corner of Huntley Meadows Park,
where it aligns with LH-C and continues to the Franconia-Springfield Parkway.

3.2.2 North Post Transportation Study

Fort Belvoir's North Post Transportation Study considered five alternatives for the
replacement of the through-post access provided by Woodlawvn Road and Beulah Street,
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as well as a no action aternative. The three alternatives requiring new roadways are
depicted in Figure 2-6. (The remaining two aternatives use existing roadways.) The
features of the five alternatives considered in the North Post Transportation Study are
described below:

No Action Alternative. The no action aternative assumed that no action would
be taken by Fort Belvoir, but included actions that would be implemented by
others. Those actions included the improvements detailed in the Fairfax County
Comprehensive Long Range Plan—widening Woodlawn Road to four lanes,
widening Telegraph Road to four lanes, and widening U.S. Route 1 to six lanes.

NP-A. A four-lane divided urban arterial that begins at the existing intersection
of Old Mill Road and U.S. Route 1, provides a widening of existing Old Mill
Road to a four-lane roadway to Pole Road, and then extends north on a new
alignment to an intersection with Telegraph Road, south of the existing L eaf Road

intersection.

NP-B. A four-lane divided urban arterial that begins at the existing intersection
of Old Mill Road and U.S. Route 1, providesawidening of Old Mill Road to Pole
Road, extends north approximately 2,000 feet, curves west and passes through the
North Post Golf Course (affecting approximately 10 holes), and then curves north
and tiesinto the recently widened four-lane section of Beulah Street.

NP-C. A four-lane urban arterial that begins at the existing intersection of Old
Mill Road and U.S. Route 1, provides a widening of existing Old Mill Road to a
four-lane roadway to Pole Road, extends north approximately 2,000 feet, turns
west and passes through the North Post Golf Course (affecting approximately
eight holes), and continues to a connection with Telegraph Road at the existing
Snyder Road intersection.

NP-D. The closing of the North Post to non-post traffic and the proposed
improvements to U.S. Route 1 and Telegraph Road in the Fairfax County
Comprehensive Long Range Plan.
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NP-E. Prohibition on through trucks entering the North Post of Fort Belvoir, and
the closing atogether of three roadway segments. Snyder Road, Beulah Street
north of Backlick Road, and Meeres Road west of Old Mill Road.

The study concluded that all the alternatives could be made to work from a traffic and
environmental perspective. NP-A and NP-B violate the desired 400-meter force-
protection setback distance from security-sensitive facilities, but these alternatives
provide, respectively, 300 meters and 200 meters of setback distance. None of the
alternatives were implemented before the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001.

Alternatives Devel oped by Stakeholders

Three types of stakeholder meetings were conducted to develop new aternatives and to
solicit input from the public: (1) regular meetings with the Road Study Interagency
Working Group, (2) coordination meetings with Fort Belvoir Garrison staff and tenant
organizations, and (3) meetings with the public.

Meetings with Stakeholders

Seven stakeholder meetings were held throughout the study period starting in March
2003. At these meetings participants developed the scope of this preliminary feasibility
study, analyzed the aternatives identified in the congressional mandate and prior studies,
and selected new corridors to be studied.

Summaries of the meetings are provided below. Complete meeting agendas, minutes,
and handouts are included in Appendix D.

Note: Both the North Post Transportation Study and the Lockheed
Boulevard Study used unique naming conventions for their alternatives;
however, those conventions were eliminated early in this study.

Until the August 26, 2003, Study Team meeting, all corridors under
consideration in this study were given numerical labels (1-6) and were
numbered right to left (east to west). Because of feedback from the Study

Team noting that numerals might imply a ranking of aternatives, the
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labels were changed on August 26, 2003, from numbers to letters (A—F)
and the order was reversed to read left to right (west to east). Therefore,
the final seven alternatives are presented in alphabetical order (from A to
G) and left to right (west to east). Meeting minutes and information from
before the August 26, 2003, meeting might not reflect the alphabetical
labeling system.

March 25, 2003. This meeting, held at Fort Belvoir by numerous U.S. Army agencies,
was an implementation strategy meeting at which participants discussed the project
requirements, goals, and objectives; scope of work; stakeholder involvement; and 8- to 9-
month study schedule. The Study Team emphasized that there were no preconceived
outcomes to this study and that the concerns of all participants would be solicited
throughout the project’ s preliminary phase.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) representatives stressed that this is a
preliminary study and that no decision has been made on whether the project would move
forward to the design and construction phases. It was noted that if officials should decide
to proceed with a project the appropriate NEPA analysis would be conducted to further
evaluate the alternatives. It was also stated that the study should evaluate all reasonable
road alternatives (on- and off-post routes, combination of on- and off-post routes, and
other compensation mechanisms such as upgrading of existing area roads), that the
extension of Old Mill Road must be considered per congressional mandate, and that the
reopening of Beulah Street and Woodlawn Road, although not apparently viable, should
be considered.

May 1, 2003. At this meeting, held at the VDOT Northern Virginia Regional Office,
representatives from the Army, VDOT, and Fairfax County discussed the Phase 1 process
for this study, identified project leads for this and related studies, and discussed potential
project proponents should this study be approved.

Army representatives explained that all decisions on project funding would be made at
the secretariat level. The USACE agreed to accelerate the schedule in response to
concernsraised by Fairfax County.
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Public participation planning began, and it was decided that information regarding the
road study would be presented, as a courtesy, at the expected fall 2003 public scoping
meeting for the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Fort Belvoir is preparing for
update of its Real Property Master Plan. This meeting would provide the public the
opportunity to learn about the study, ask questions of agencies representatives, and
submit any comments concerning the study.

All stakeholders were asked to submit their recommendations for proposed alignments to
be discussed at the next meeting.

May 27, 2003. The Transportation Resolution Team (TRT), consisting of representatives
from Fort Belvoir, USACE, Army Installation Management Agency, Military Traffic
Management Command, VDOT, and Fairfax County, met to discuss the status and
direction of the TRT and to review, clarify, and reratify the TRT’s charter. The TRT was
initially established following September 11, 2001, to resolve issues associated with
implementation of increased force protection requirements on Fort Belvoir and their
effects on Fairfax County. The TRT reconvened to establish a framework for discussing
many activities, such as the connector road study and environmental cleanup of the right-
of-way for Fairfax County Parkway. Participants discussed the use of subcommittees to
anayze specific projects and issues, as well as the process by which the TRT would
present projects, such as this road study, to decisionmakers at Fort Belvoir and Fairfax
County.

USACE provided an update on this study to the TRT and discussed the fall 2003 timeline
for sharing preliminary findings of this study with the public.

June 25, 2003. Stakeholders discussed 14 preliminary corridor options compiled from
the Lockheed Connector Study (Figure 2-5), the North Post Transportation Study
(Figure 26), and six new corridor options submitted by Fairfax County for this study
(Figure 3-1).

An information packet containing the routes of each previous study, a composite map of
the 14 aternatives, a constraints map based on data received to date, and a summary
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matrix, was provided to help analyze these preliminary corridors and identify alternatives
that should be considered for further evaluation. Thisinformation packet isfound on page
D-38 of Appendix D. A composite of past alternatives considered is shownin Figure 3-2.

Stakeholders agreed that at least one nonbisecting, off-post corridor should be evaluated
in this study. There was some disagreement, however, about the maximum distance
outside Fort Belvoir at which a corridor could be located and still meet the objective of
this study.

Further discussion centered on whether the preferred alternative from the Lockheed
Connector study, which is northeast of the study area, was too far from Woodlawn Road
and Beulah Street to effective relieve the current local congestion caused by the closure
of Woodlawn and Beulah and whether that option should be removed from further
consideration because of itslocation and its associated environmental issues.

Potential corridor termini were also discussed. It was agreed that a“ T” intersection would
not be optimal for traffic flow. It was noted that U.S. Route 1 provides few access points,
with the exception of the Old Mill area, and that Telegraph Road offers more flexibility.

Stakeholders comments concerning potential intersection locations were as follows:

Telegraph Road

0 The most desirable intersection would be between Alternative NP-A (just
south of the Leaf Road intersection) and Alternative NP-B (near Beulah
Road) of the North Post Study. Any intersection farther north would be
undesirable.

0 Anintersection with Hayfield Road would be too far north.

0 An Old Telegraph Road intersection would not be desirable because
Fairfax County is improving the road primarily to benefit access to
Hayfield Secondary School. In addition, the road is not considered a
commuter road and does not provide a sufficiently direct connection.
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U.S. Route 1

o It might be desirable to terminate a Pole Road and use multiple
subconnector routes (e.g., Sacramento Road and Old Mill Road).

Although it was decided that criteria presented in the matrix would not be ranked,
residential areas and on-post security were both identified as important considerations.
Hardening (e.g., Woodlawn Road), grade-separated interchanges (e.g., John J. Kingman
Road interchange), and overpasses (e.g., Meeres Road) were identified as potentia
solutions to the security concerns.

Drawing on these discussions of the 14 preliminary corridors, the stakeholders then
identified and recommended 6 corridors to be considered for this study. All other
corridors were removed from consideration. The six corridors are identified on page D-42

in Appendix D.

July 29, 2003. Representatives from the Army, VDOT, the National Capital Planning
Commission, and Fairfax County met to discuss the six alternatives selected during the
June 25 meeting. Based on preliminary analyses, they proposed modifications to them
and discussed potential conflicts for specific alternatives. No requests were made to
remove any of the six alternatives from further consideration; however, Fort Belvoir

proposed adding one alternative to the six.
Proposed Alternative Addition

Fort Belvoir proposed adding the Lockheed Connector Study’s preferred alternative
(LH-A) to the six alternatives being considered. Meting participants raised concerns
that this corridor was environmentally and politically unpopular, and that the corridor
would be too far north, precluding its use as a local traffic congestion remedy for
Woodlawn Road and Beulah Street. It was suggested, however, that this corridor
would serve a larger population of local residents and that adequate environmental

mitigation could be developed. It was decided that the corridor would be referenced

Fairfax County, Virginia 310 November 2003



Preliminary Feasibility Study (Phase 1) of Richmond Highway and Telegraph Road Connector

in this study but that it would not be added to the alternatives being considered at that

time.

Improvements to Fairfax County Parkway were also proposed as a potentia
aternative. The meeting participants concluded, however, that Fairfax County
Parkway improvements were not within the scope of this study and that such
improvements would have to occur in addition to this study.

M odifications

To minimize environmental impacts, Alternative 1 was realigned to more closely

follow the western boundary of Huntley Meadows.

An extension from Hayfield Road as a subalternative to Alternatives 1 and 2 was
proposed. However, representatives from Fairfax County said that this option would
not be viable because the corridor passed through aresidential neighborhood.

Other Discussions

The potential impacts of Alternatives 1 and 2 on residentia areas were noted. It was
noted that Alternatives 2 and 3 were in close proximity to Fort Belvoir’s electrical
substation and that setback requirements and relocation costs should be researched.
Fort Belvoir noted that Alternatives 3, 4, 5, and 6 would have the greatest impacts on
the post. Specifically, it was noted that Alternative 5 was in proximity to future
development plans and that Alternative 3 would affect the Fort Belvoir housing
program (under the Army’ s Residential Communities Initiative or RCI). Both options
were considered viable, however, and were retained.

The widths of the proposed corridors were established to be up to four lanes (although
Alternative 6 was not four lanes wide at that time).

Screening criteria to be used in future analyses were discussed. It was decided that
analyses should include the number of lanes, number of grade-separated interchanges,
traffic volumes, solid waste management units (SWMUSs), utilities, easements, real
estate take projections, force protection, water supply protection districts, macro-level
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cost comparison, and potential impacts on threatened and endangered species and rare
ecological communities.

The Study Team discussed the importance of full representation for the study and
asked stakeholders to consider whether any other parties were not being represented.

August 26, 2003. The main purposes of this meeting were to discuss the criteria being
used to evaluate the six aternatives, to address the availability of data, and to solicit
feedback on the preliminary advantages and disadvantages of the alternatives.

Traffic modeling data were presented, and preliminary trends were discussed.
Stakeholders requested that more detailed information (e.g., level of service [LOS],
delays, hours of congestion) be included in the study and discussed what year future
traffic projections should consider.

Consensus was also sought in preparation for the public information meeting.
Participants expressed differing opinions on what they thought should be included in the
scope of the discussion. Items deemed outside the scope of this study included an
anticipated construction timeline, calculations of LOS and delay per vehicle, and
evauation of the effects on mass transit and emergency services. Stakeholders then
refined the evaluation criteria to be used to evaluate the alternatives. The logistics of the
road feasibility study booth were discussed, and participants agreed that the purpose of
the booth was to share information and collect public comments. The booth was not
intended to become a public scoping meeting because such a meeting would occur only if
the study was continued into the next phase.

September 16, 2003. This meeting included the entire TRT. The Study Team
represented only one of several ongoing regiona studies and projects. The summary
provided below isfocused on only the preliminary road feasibility study.

The Study Team gave an overview of the road study task through a PowerPoint
presentation. The primary purpose of the presentation was to inform the TRT of the work
performed to date and the tasks yet to be completed. The presenters emphasized the
importance of meeting the November 2003 deadline for submission of this report. A
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schedule was discussed with the stakeholders for incorporating their review of the draft
report.

Meeting participants further discussed the courtesy meeting intended to take place
simultaneously with the Fort Belvoir Master Plan EIS public scoping meeting. It was
emphasized that public comments would be collected by no later than the end of the
courtesy meeting. These comments will be incorporated into an appendix as an
addendum to this report.

Some stakeholders expressed concern that the public would not have sufficient
opportunity to provide comments. The meeting participants were reminded that the
public would have another opportunity to comment should the study advance to the next
phase.

Fort Belvoir requested the removal of Alternative A from further evaluation, noting that
residential housing was proposed just east of Woodlawn Road and any widening would
encroach on the proposed development. Fort Belvoir emphasized that realigning or
widening to the west of Woodlawn Road was not possible because of the cemetery
immediately to the west.

Fort Belvoir also requested that Alternative G be added for evaluation in this study.

Fairfax County and VDOT were opposed to Fort Belvoir's requests, stating that
Alternative G had been discussed in detail during previous meetings, at which those
present had agreed to remove it from consideration.

3.3.2 Meetingswith Fort Belvoir

Meetings were conducted with Fort Belvoir Garrison staff and tenant organizations to
share information about the road study and solicit feedback from specific agencies to
evaluate their concerns and incorporate their suggestions early in the study process.
Three meetings of this type were held with (1) the RCI team currently developing
residential housing throughout the post, (2) the Defense Communications Electronics
Evauation Testing Activity (DCEETA) located in the northwest quadrant of the Post,
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and (3) the Humphreys Engineering Center (HEC) located in the northeast quadrant of
the Post. These meetings are summarized below.

RCI Team: July 9, 2003. The Study Team and Fort Belvoir representatives met with the
RCI representatives to introduce the alternatives being considered, determine whether
any aternatives might affect RCI activities, and solicit comments and concerns the RCI
team might have with respect to the study.

RCI representatives requested that Alternative D be modified to account for possible
future housing development. They requested realigning the southern half of the corridor
with Alternative C to connect with Old Mill Road, rather than creating a route that would
connect Alternative D with Meeres Road between Old Mill Road and Sacramento Drive.
They suggested that Alternatives E and F be extended to U.S. Route 1. The
representatives were concerned about Alternative C's bisecting the post and stated that
the Van Dorn connection was too far north to meet the requirements of this study. They
also pointed out the sensitivity of Woodlawn Elementary School and Huntley Meadows
Park. Alternatives A and B were determined to have no impact on RCI activities.
Detailed meeting minutes are provided in Appendix E.

DCEETA: July 24, 2003. The Study Team met with a representative of DCEETA to
discuss the preliminary Road Feasbility Study and to share information on the
aternatives being considered.

DCEETA'’s primary concern is force protection, and its representatives requested that a
400-meter standoff distance from its facility be established. They requested that
Alternative A be realigned because it was too close to DCEETA'’s facility. At their
request, modifications to this aternative included discontinuing the alignment with
Woodlawn Road and replacing it with an alignment along John J. Kingman Road to the
west and extending north on Beulah Street, and through approximately 10 golf course
holes, before rgoining Beulah Street just before the Telegraph Road intersection.
Because the meeting was informal and was intended to provide an overview of the
project and solicit preliminary feedback from DCEETA, no minutes were recorded.
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HEC: July 29, 2003. The USACE Batimore District and its contractor met with
representatives of HEC on July 29, 2003, to discuss the alternatives being considered and
to request their input. HEC’s main concern is also force protection, including not only a
standoff distance to protect against a blast but also visual screening to prevent
observation by commuters. Specifically, they wish to prevent commuters from observing
deliveries in support of sensitive operations. This concern applies to Alternatives B, C,
and D.

HEC' s representatives suggested depressed roadbeds to deflect blasts and obscure any
direct line of sight to their operations. They also raised the issue of the electrical
substation at the southeast corner of HEC' s property and the overhead high-power lines
that extend along its eastern property boundary, which could affect the corridor. Because
this was an informal meeting intended to provide an overview of the task and solicit
preliminary feedback from HEC, no minutes were recorded.

Meetings with the Public

Two opportunities for the public to ask questions about the study and provide feedback
were included in this study. The first was a town hall meeting called by Representatives
Jim Moran (8th Congressional District of Virginia) and Tom Davis (11th Congressional
Digtrict of Virginia), held at Hayfield Secondary School on June 23, 2003. The second is
a public information booth planned in conjunction with the Fort Belvoir Master Plan
Update EI'S scoping meeting scheduled for November 17, 2003.

Town Hall. The purpose of the town hall meeting was to provide Fort Belvoir
representatives an opportunity to discuss with the public how the transportation situation
resulting from the road closures might be addressed. The USACE also updated the
public on the scope and status of this Road Feasibility Study. Approximately 400 people
attended, and several dozen speakers explained their concerns about short-term solutions
to alleviate the traffic congestion problems caused by the closure of Woodlawn Road and
Beulah Street. They noted that Route 110 has been reopened since the events of
September 11, 2001, even though it is in close proximity to the Pentagon. The public
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asked if asimilar solution could be identified for Fort Belvoir. The public also expressed
interest in the possibility of constructing the Lockheed Connector Road.

November 17, 2003. A courtesy public information meeting was held in conjunction
with the November 17 EIS public scoping meeting being held by Fort Belvoir for update
of its Real Property Master Plan.

At this meeting, representatives from the US Army Corps of Engineers presented
information regarding the proposed aternatives and preliminary data on their potential
impacts. Comment form and comments received are included in appendix F of this
report.
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SECTION 4.0:
SUMMARY OF STUDY ALTERNATIVES

41

Input provided at stakeholder meetings allowed the Study Team to narrow the
aternatives from 14 to 7, plus a no action alternative (Figure 41). The 14 alternatives
consist of variations from prior studies, including LH-A, LH-B, LH-C, and LH-D from
the Lockheed Study; NP-A, NP-B, NP-C, NP-D, and NP-E from the North Post Study;
and FFX-A, FFX-B, FFX-C, FFX-D, and FFX-E from routes proposed by Fairfax
County.

These seven alternatives meet the requirements to consider on-post alternatives
(Alternatives A, B, C, and D), off-post aternatives (Alternatives F and G), and a
combination of on- and off-post aternatives (Alternatives E). Detailed information about
each of the seven alternativesis presented below.

On-Post Alternatives

Four on-post alternatives were evaluated in detail. Three aternatives are new corridors
and extensions of Old Mill Road (Alternatives B, C, and D), while one (Alternative A) is
limited to improvements of existing post roadways.

Fort Belvoir representatives expressed concerns about meeting force-protection
requirements with any of these alternatives (A, B, C, and D). They agreed, however, to
retain them and recommend them for further evaluation beyond this preliminary
feasibility study. Fort Belvoir specifically requested that Alternative A be removed from
further evaluation in the September 16, 2003, Study Team meeting, but this report has
retained it for comparison purposes.
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41.1 Alternative A

This 3-mile corridor involves reopening and widening Woodlawn Road, John J. Kingman
Road, and Beulah Street from U.S. Route 1 to Telegraph Road (Figure 42). From its
southernmost intersection at Woodlawn Road and U.S. Route 1, the corridor extends
north along Woodlawn Road, then turns 90 degrees west and follows John J. Kingman
Road until it makes a second 90-degree turn north onto Beulah Street. The corridor
extends north along Beulah Street until it terminates at the existing four-way intersection
at Telegraph Road.

This alternative was initially developed as improvements to Woodlawn Road only, from
U.S. Route 1 to Telegraph Road. However, the aternative was altered following
meetings with DCEETA representatives, who suggested that it be rerouted along John J.
Kingman Road and Beulah Street to gain additional standoff distance from the DCEETA
buildings. This aternative is a variation of North Post Transportation Study Alternatives
B and C and meets the minimum requirements for an east-west connector alternative.

Recent developments were brought to the Study Team’s attention during the
September 16, 2003, TRT meeting. Fort Belvoir announced that there was a conflict with
a proposed residential development just east of Woodlawn Road. The point was made
that widening Woodlawn Road to four lanes could occur only to the east because of an
existing cemetery on the west side of the road. Therefore, a portion of the land intended
for the residential development would be sacrificed to the alignment of Alternative A. A
footprint of the proposed residential development was not provided to the Study Team, so
the extent of the conflict could not be determined. Fort Belvoir requested that Alternative
A be removed from further evaluation based on this new information. However, the
Study Team continued with the evaluation of all seven alternatives for comparison
purposes, recognizing the limitations of Alternative A.
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4.1.2

4.1.3

Alternative B

This corridor, also 3 miles long, is one of three alternatives that generally align with Old
Mill Road in their southern portions (Figure 4-3). This corridor extends north froma*“T”
intersection at U.S. Route 1, just northeast of the current Old Mill Road intersection with
U.S. Route 1. The corridor then curves west and aligns directly with Old Mill Road just
north of the entrance to Woodlawn Plantation, where it continues north and crosses
Meeres Road. North of thisintersection, it veers northwest and then north in an S-curve,
passing through approximately 10 holes on the North Post Golf Course. It then aligns
with Beulah Street to afour-way intersection at Telegraph Road. This alternative, which
was dglightly modified from the initial North Post Transportation Study corridor
(Alternative B) to avoid traffic conflicts at the main entrance to Woodlawn Plantation,
meets congressional requirements for inclusion in this study.

Alternative C

This 2.3-mile corridor is common with Alternatives B and D aong its southern portion
(Figure 44). The corridor then extends north from Old Mill Road, bisecting the North
Post through an area that is equidistant from DCEETA and HEC. The corridor ends at a
new “T” intersection with Telegraph Road between Old Telegraph Road and Beulah
Street. It falls aong a similar corridor identified in the North Post Transportation Study
(Alterative A), although its northern portion was shifted slightly west by about 400 feet in
response to stakeholder comments and force protection concerns. This alternative aso
meets congressional requirements for inclusion in this study.
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4.1.4 AlternativeD

4.2

This 2.7-mile corridor is common with Alternatives B and C along its southern portion
(Figure 4-5). It intersects with U.S. Route 1 just northeast of the current Old Mill Road
intersection and the historically important main entrance to Woodlawn Plantation. It then
crosses Meeres Road and extends in a northeasterly direction to Fort Belvoir's
northeastern boundary. Passing Fort Belvoir's electrical substation, it aligns with
Alternative E east of HEC and then extends in a northwesterly orientation, along Fort
Belvoir’s border, until it formsanew “T” intersection with Telegraph Road, between Old
Telegraph Road and Hayfield Road. This alternative also meets the congressional
requirements for inclusion in this study.

Combination On- and Off-Post Alternatives (Alternative E)

The southern portion of this 1.9-mile-long corridor (Figure 4-6) is similar to Alternative
D (segments F and G in the Lockheed Boulevard Study); however, it starts at Pole Road
just west of Highland Lane and uses several existing roads that connect Pole road to U.S.
Route 1. These roads are two-lane Fairfax County-owned roads through residential
neighborhoods. In west-to-east order, they are Old Mill Road, Sacramento Drive,
Highland Lane, and Frye Road (Subalternatives 1 to 4, respectively). The corridor
extends north from Pole Road through Fairfax County parkland to just south of Fairfax
County’s environmentally important Huntley Meadows Park. (This 1,262-acre park is
the County’s largest park. Because of its freshwater wetland habitat and other features,
the Park Authority has designated it a Managed Conservation Area). The corridor then
aligns with Alternative D, just south of Fort Belvoir's electrical substation, and extends
northwest along the northeastern boundary of Fort Belvoir. It joins Telegraph Road at a
new “T” intersection between Old Telegraph Road and Hayfield Road.

This aternative was developed to provide a combined on- and off-post corridor. It was
jointly identified by Fort Belvoir and Fairfax County participants through anaysis of
aerial photos during the June 25, 2003, stakeholder meeting.
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4.3

43.1

Off-Post Alternatives

Two off-post alternatives are presented below. Both terminate at the intersection of Van
Dorn Street and Telegraph Road; however, one (Alternative G) extends across the
northern boundary of Huntley Meadows Park, while the other (Alternative F) extends
south along the western boundary of Huntley Meadows Park.

Alternative F

The southern half of this 2.6-mile corridor (Figure 4-7), located entirely off-post and
northeast of Fort Belvoir, is common with Alternative E. It begins at Pole Road just west
of Highland Lane and also uses several existing roads that connect Pole Road to U.S.
Route 1 (Subalternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4). The corridor extends north from Pole Road
through Fairfax County parkland. The corridor then continues to the northeast aong the
western boundary of Huntley Meadows Park and joins Telegraph Road at a four-way
intersection just south of the intersection of South Kings Highway and Telegraph Road.
This route runs alongside a U.S. Coast Guard Communications Facility, which has some
security sensitivity. Because this study isapreliminary alignment of routes, however, the
full security requirements of the Coast Guard have not yet been considered with respect
to thisroute.

Fairfax County presented this corridor during the June 25, 2003, stakeholder meeting to
satisfy the requirement of this study to evaluate at least one off post aternative.
Stakeholders who attended later meetings made slight revisions to the corridor, primarily
to align it closer to the northwest boundary of Huntley Meadows Park. This dternative
meets the minimal requirements for this study.

Negotiations are currently underway between Fort Belvoir and Fairfax County regarding
aland exchange in which Fairfax County would exchange a 28-acre parcel of county land
for a 28-acre parcel of Fort Belvoir land containing community ball fields. If this
exchange were to take place, the route would cross the parcel of land newly acquired by
Fort Belvoir, and force protection measures would be necessary along the portion of the
corridor crossing Fort Belvoir land. While this alternative currently meets the off-post

Fairfax County, Virginia 4-11 November 2003



Predminary Feasibilty Study (Phase I} of Richmond Higinway and Telegraph Road Conneclor

gouth 'Wan Dorn 3t
[Umdar Corne

Carridor e mative F .

1.5 Coast Gusrd i R

Communications
Facility

[il= gl
Parnk

- -

F oL tUSBrel RVAOKIAr  SCES

-\.\,' v ¥ i\ ¥

! Wil awn Vilags
Housing Area

i 1
] _,.f.-.".‘l"“,_-,H--
AL
ﬁl.- T

SUBALT 5[0

|| Fort Betvoir Installation Boundary Corridor Alternative F

Source: Fort Belvoir GIS, 2003, USGS, 1954, Figure 4-7

Fairfax County. Virgiie ~~~ November2003




Preliminary Feasibility Study (Phase 1) of Richmond Highway and Telegraph Road Connector

4.3.2

4.4

4.5

requirements of this study, if the land exchange were to take place, this aternative would

become a combination on- and off-post route.

Alternative G

This 2.25-mile alternative, which was the preferred aternative in the Lockheed
Boulevard Study, beginsat U.S. Route 1 and Lockheed Boulevard at a“T” intersection. It
extends west along the northern boundary of Huntley Meadows Park and joins Telegraph
Road at the four-way intersection of South Van Dorn Street Extension, currently under
construction (Figure 48). On the northern side of this corridor are several residential
communities; the southern side is amost exclusively Huntley Meadows Park.

No Action Alternative

If no action is taken to implement a replacement east-west road connector, commuters
would continue to use existing road networks to travel between U.S. Route 1 and
Telegraph Road. This no action aternative represents the baseline condition for the
comparison of aternativesin the matrix in Section 5.0.

Summary

Fourteen initial alternatives were evaluated during regular, interactive stakeholder and
agency coordination meetings. Following the preliminary analyses, the stakeholders
selected 7 of the 14 alternatives as potentially viable replacement connectors (Figure 4
1). These seven dlternatives were chosen based on preliminary traffic, environmental,
force-protection, political, and socioeconomic data. All seven meet the requirements for
this study.

These seven alternatives were evaluated in further detail using the criteria described in
Section 5.0 of this report. A summary of each alternative's respective advantages and
disadvantagesis provided in Section 6.0.

Fairfax County, Virginia 4-13 November 2003
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Preliminary Feasibility Study (Phase 1) of Richmond Highway and Telegraph Road Connector

SECTION 5.0:
CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT

5.1

A range of evaluation criteria were used to compare the seven aternatives. These
criteria, developed during the stakeholder meetings previously described in this report,
reflect the diverse concerns of the stockholders. Stakeholders agreed by consensus to the
following principles concerning criteria and the screening process:

Criteriawere not to be weighted.

Analysis was to include both holistic and quditative evaluations.

Corridors were to be evaluated based on afour-lane road (128-foot width).
Proximity to schools wasto be considered.

Residential neighborhoods were to be considered a constraint.

Security issues were to be addressed and would include the number of road
crossings and proximity to security-sensitive buildings.

Both on-post and off-post threatened and endangered species data were to be
included.

Connectivity to Beulah, Hayfield, or Van Dorn Street was to be a criterion.

Other items discussed are reflected in the criterialisted in the matrix (Table 5-1).
Defining Evaluation Criteria

Three broad groupings of criteria were used: (1) technical feasibility, (2) environmental
feasibility, and (3) economic feasibility. Under the groupings, a total of seven
subcategories of screening criteria were developed with input from the stakeholders.
Technical feasibility was further broken down into (1) infrastructure, (2) traffic volume,
(3) force protection, and (4) land use. Environmental feasibility examined (5)
environmental resource protection, and (6) cultural resources. Economic feasibility
looked at (7) cost. Definitions of the criteria and their associated subcriteria are provided
below. Appendix G provides detailed definitions, sources, and assumptions made for
each of the subcriteria.
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Table 5-1. Corridor Analysis Matrix

ITEM No.. DESCRIPTION Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative
w 1 |Total Road Length (miles) 2.99 3.02 2.28 2.65 1.86 2.61 2.26
E Road Length on Fort Belvoir (miles) 2.99 2.37 1.67 1.97 0.99 0.00 0.00
4
g Road Length off Fort Belvoir (miles) 0.00 0.65 0.61 0.68 0.87 2.61 2.26
E 2 |Use of Existing Road Corridors (percentage) 86% 28% 44% 62% 0% 0% 28%
CURRENT YEAR - 2003
3 Projected Volume on New Connector
North End of Connector (at Telegraph Road) 15,000 15,600 13,600 11,600 13,600 14,400 18,600
South End of Connector (at U.S. Route 1) 18,400 9,500 12,600 11,100 13,600 14,400 17,800
Average Volume 16,700 12,550 13,100 11,350 13,600 14,400 18,200
4 |Projected Woodlawn Road Volume (pre-9/11) That Would be Served 5,100 4,200 4,700 4,200 4,500 3,400 1,800
5 Projected Change in Volume on Parallel N-S Routes
Route 1 (North of Sherwood Hall Lane) -1,700 -1,600 -2,100 -2,000 -2,700 -4,400 1,700
Fairfax County Parkway (North of John J. Kingman Road) -6,500 -6,800 -7,500 -4,800 -6,200 -6,500 -1,200
Total -8,200 -8,400 -9,600 -6,800 -8,900 -10,900 500
6 |Projected Change in Vehicle Hours of Travel (VHT) -1000 -1,000 -2,700 -3,000 -3,200 -4,500 -1,400
HORIZON YEAR - 2025
7 Projected Volume on New Connector
North End of Connector (at Telegraph Road) 24,000 21,400 19,200 16,200 17,500 16,700 22,400
o South End of Connector (at U.S. Route 1) 30,100 12,700 16,600 14,300 17,500 16,700 20,200
E Average Volume 27,050 17,050 17,900 15,250 17,500 16,700 21,000
=
8 Projected Change in Volume on Parallel N-S Routes
Route 1 (North of Sherwood Hall Lane) -2,000 -2,700 -3,700 -3,100 -3,800 -5,700 170
Fairfax County Parkway (North of John J. Kingman Road) -7,700 -6,100 -7,500 -5,400 -6,400 -5,400 -2,000
Total -9,700 -8,800 -11,200 -8,500 -10,200 -11,100 -1,830
9 |Projected Change in Vehicle Hours of Travel (VHT) -1,300 -2,400 -2,100 -2,100 -2,100 -2,700 360
10  |Projected Level of Service'/Delay (sec) Baseline AM
Intersection 1 - Route 1/FFX CO PKWY F/81 D/38 E/78 D/45 D/46 D/46 E/69 E/67
Intersection 2 - Route 1/Sherwood Hall Ln D/36 C/31 C/30 C/31 C/33 C/29 C/32 C/35
Intersection 3 - FFX CO PKWY NB Ramps/Telegraph Rd B/16 B/11 B/10 B/11 B/11 B/11 B/11 B/13
Projected Level of Service'/Delay (sec) Baseline PM
Intersection 1 - Route 1/FFX CO PKWY F/175 F/154 F/153 F/146 F/152 F/141 F/159 F/173
Intersection 2 - Route 1/Sherwood Hall Ln F/100 F/83 E/72 E/67 E/71 E/71 F/83 F/110
Intersection 3 - FFX Co Pkwy NB Ramps/Telegraph Rd C/28 C/25 B/20 Cl27 B/18 B/20 B/18 B/18
11 |Fort Belvoir Force Protection
é Crosses Fort Belvoir Boundary Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No
E On-Post Road Crossings
E State/Local Roads 12 4 2 2 0 0 0
% Unpaved/Service Roads 1 2 0 0 0 0 0
- Road Length (ft) Within 400 m of Security-Sensitive Facilities 8,900 2,900 2,900 2,000 2,000 0 0
12 of Schools Within 750 Feet 1 0 0 2 2 0 1
13 ‘Ig)voimiir:‘i;a\slﬁrg'::i?;(ovexr ggge(aoerr:\tiﬂir;r\éisrﬁ;inia Power; Available Fort Belvoir Data Limited to 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.29 1.29 0.45 0.05
14  |Utility Crossings (FFX Co) Data Limited to Major Utility Lines) (Total) 31 12 5 9 10 3 2
Electric (Dominion Virginia Power) 13 (2 Parallel) 5 2 5 (1 Parallel) | 8 (1 Parallel) 1 0
Gas 2 (1 Parallel) 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A
Sanitary Sewer 6 (2 Parallel) 0 0 0 0 1 1
Stormwater 3 1 0 0 0 N/A N/A
Water 7 (1 Parallel) 5 (1 Parallel) | 2 (1 Parallel) | 3 (2 Parallel) 1 1 1
15 |Take Projections - Fairfax County
& Within Residential Areas (acres) 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.28 0.30 7.59 2.62
E Within Undeveloped Areas with Approved Development Plans (FFX Co) (acres) 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00
S 16 |Take Projections - Fort Belvoir
Within Residential Areas (acres) 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Natural Based Constraints (acres) 70.6 25.2 27.3 49.3 275 0.0 0.0
Operational Based Constraints (acres) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cultural Based Constraints (acres) 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Developable Land (acres) 27.4 18.7 4.5 4.5 0.0 0.0 0.0
17  |Zoning Overlay Districts
Within Natural Resource District (acres) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Within Water Supply Protection District (acres) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Within Historic/Heritage Protection District (acres) 5.9 13.4 13.4 13.4 0.0 0.0 0.0
18 |Within (Fort Belvoir)/Floodplains (FFX Co)(acres) 0.5 3.4 5.6 15.0 71 26.5 4.9
19  |Number of Major Stream Crossings 5 4 4 5 2 4 3
20 |Within Forested Areas (Fort Belvoir only) (acres) 10.6 22.4 24.4 26.9 12.3 0.0 0.0
21 |Potential Threatened & Endangered Species Impact
Number of Known T&E Sightings within 400 meters of Corridor 3 3 2 22 20 20 32
Wood Turtle Habitat (Fort Belvoir only) (acres) 0.0 0.0 55 12.7 5.7 0.0 0.0
22 |Rare Ecological Communities acres (Fort Belvoir only) 0.0 0.1 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
23 |Conservation Areas
= Within Wildlife Corridor (Fort Belvoir only) (acres) 1.5 8.3 6.4 14.7 1.3 0.0 0.0
% Within Huntley Meadows (acres) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.1 12.3 19.3
% Within Other County/City Parks (includes Fort Belvoir golf course) (acres) 13.5 17.7 2.5 25 9.1 16.4 0.9
E Within Jackson Miles Abbott Wetland (acres) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 3.6 0.0 0.0
@ Within Chesapeake Bay Resource Protection Area (acres) 1.2 4.0 8.2 1.7 4.0 24.8 19.9
24 |SWMUs, Landfills, Septic Systems
SWMUs (Landfills) - Fort Belvoir, within 100 feet 2 3 0 0
Active Landfills - FFX Co, within 100 feet 0 0 0 0
Septic Systems - Fort Belvoir, within 100 feet 1 0 0 0
25 |Estimated Number of Noise Sensitive Receptors Within 750 Feet
Residences 26 196° 199° 344° 264 401 551
Other (Schools, Churches, Hospitals) 2 1 1 2 1 0 1
26 |Cultural/Historic Areas Affected
Fort Belvoir (Total Sites) 8 3 2 2 0 0 0
3 Eligible 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5 Potentially Eligible 3 1 2 2 0 0 0
© Not Eligible 5 2 0 0 0 0 0
Fairfax County (Additional survey recommended) 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
g 27 |Estimate $30M $34 M $28 M $43 M $32 M $39M $25 M

"Level of Service Criteria: A<10 seconds, B = 10-15 seconds, C = 15-25 seconds, D = 25-35 seconds, E = 35-50 seconds, F> 50 seconds.

2This corridor affects 26 Fort Belvoir housing units.

3This corridor affects a 12-building apartment/condominium complex and a 52-unit condominium development
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Preliminary Feasibility Study (Phase 1) of Richmond Highway and Telegraph Road Connector

5.1.1 Technical Feashility

Infrastructure. These criteria include the number of miles of road on-post, the miles of

road off-post, and the percentage of existing roadways used.

Traffic Volume. These criteria considered the impact on traffic volume, including the
number of projected vehicle trips per day (near each aternative’s connections to U.S.
Route 1 and Telegraph Road), the reduction in the volume of traffic on complementary
north-south routes, the reduction in vehicle hours traveled, and the volume of traffic
diverted from Woodlawn Road.

Force Protection. These criteria cover the impact on force protection, including
occurrences when the distance between a proposed corridor and security-sensitive
building is less than 400 meters. This proximity is also related to the ability and
likelihood of commuters to observe deliveriesin support of sensitive operations.

Land Use. Theimpact on existing and proposed land uses was addressed by criteria such
as the number of schools within 500 feet of the proposed route; the number of road
crossings necessary with each aternative; utilities affected; and the number of acres
within residential subdivisions, existing easements, Natura Resource Districts, Water
Supply Protection Districts, and Historic or Heritage Protection Districts, and within
parcels with approved development or improvement plans. Although these factors were
all considered, Figure 5-1 indicates the subset of land use criteria applicable to the routes.

The rationale for including these criteriaincluded the following factors:

Increasing traffic volume around schools has safety implications.

Providing gates, guards, or a combination of both to secure road crossings would
increase project costs and security requirements.

Rerouting or building around utilities would require additional efforts.

Relocating homes and buildings could require significant effort and cost.
Changing the land use for a parcel with an approved development plan could

result in additional costs.
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5.1.2

5.1.3

5.2

Environmental Feasibility

Environmental Resource Protection. These criteria include the number of stream
crossings as well as the acreage within floodplains or wetlands, including the Jackson
Miles Abbott Wetlands. Also included are areas within upland habitats; critical habitats
for threatened and endangered species; wildlife corridors; city and county parks, such as
Huntley Meadows Park and the Fort Belvoir golf course; rare ecological communities;
Chesapeake Bay Resource Protection Areas, and any sensitive noise receptors such as
schools, residents, churches, hospitals, and nursing homes.

Cultural Resource Protection. Criteria used to calculate the impact of an alternative on
cultural resources included the number of cultural and historic sites potentially affected.

Economic Feasibility

Cost. This study prepared a macro-level cost estimate for the purpose of comparing
aternatives. A baseline cost per mile was calculated from costs generated during the
recent construction of a 2.5-mile section of Telegraph Road in the area of Fort Belvoir.
Additional line items were included based on the screening criteria in Table 5-1 to
provide a standardized approach to the estimate. It should be noted that the individual
line items could change if another measure was chosen to mitigate the known impacts.
Therefore, the cost estimate is a general estimate that can be used to reasonably compare
route alternatives. It does not represent the most cost-effective measures for each impact
identified.

A full cost analysisis provided in Section 7.0, Macro-Level Cost Comparison.
Developing a GI S Analysis Tool

Software was developed to accurately and quickly calculate the impacts of roadway
alignments throughout the study area. The GIS-based road corridor analysis tool
generates a list of impacts by intersecting the 128-foot road corridor buffers with
numerous GIS data layers for resources in the vicinity of the corridors. These data were

collected from various sources, primarily the Fort Belvoir GIS Department, along with
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the Fairfax County Department of GIS and Mapping and Department of Planning and
Zoning.

Various scenarios are calculated when running the tool, including

Length of road corridor on and off Fort Belvoir, and length using existing
corridors.

Length of road corridor within 400 meters of Fort Belvoir security-sensitive
facilities.

Distance from corridors to sensitive receptors such as schools and residentia
dwellings.

Intersections and crossings with paved and unpaved roads, streams, and utilities.
Acreage of road corridor within utility easements, subdivisions, parcels with
approved development plans, historic protection districts, wetlands, Huntley
Meadows Park, and Chesapeake Bay Resource Protection Areas.

Acreage of road corridor within potential natural, operational, and cultural
constraints as identified in the Fort Belvoir Master Plan.

The results of the analysis are presented in Table 5-1, and a discussion of the results is
provided in Section 6.0, Evaluation of Alternatives.
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SECTION 6.0:
EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

This section presents the advantages (Table 6-1) and disadvantages (Table 6-2) of the
seven corridor aternatives and the no action alternative. The listing in Tables 6-1 and 6-
2 follows the criteria itemized in the matrix (Table 5-1) and represents a subjective
comparison of the aternatives. Through this subjective comparison, the Study Team
sought to identify items that were outliers from the majority of all the items of a
particular criterion. The outliers could be positive or negative. A blank cell on Table 6-1
or 6-2 indicates that the criterion for that alternative is relatively the same as the criteria
for the other aternatives. The advantages and disadvantages listed under the “Traffic
Volume” category are based primarily on regional effects and do not reflect an analysis
of specific point-to-point destinations of individual commuters.
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Table 6-1. Advantages of Alternatives

On-Post On and Off-Post Off-Post
Criteria Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Alternative E Alternative F Alternative G No Action
High percentage of High percentage of Shortest corridor at
Infrastructure corridor uses corridor uses lessthan 2 miles.
existing road corridor existing road corridor
(86 percent). (62 percent).
According to traffic Provides direct Exhibits the highest Provides good Has the second largest Provides one of the According to traffic

Traffic Volume

models, carries one of

connectivity between

2025 reduction in

connectivity between

reduction in vehicle

most significant

models, carries the

the highest south-end U.S. Route 1 and volume of traffic on U.S. Route 1 and hours traveled per day reductionsin total highest volume of

(18,400) and total Telegraph Road. parallel north-south Telegraph Road. at about 3,200. traffic on parallel local traffic at

average (16,700) routes at over 11,000 north-south routes at approximately

volumes of local traffic vpd. nearly 18,000 vpd in 2003,

in 2003, and would Provides direct 11,000 vpd. and would carry

carry about 27,000 vpd connectivity between Providesthe largest approximately 21,000

in average volumein U.S. Route 1 and reduction in vehicle vpdin 2025.

2025. Telegraph Road. hours traveled per day Serves the highest

Provides direct at about 2003 north-end

connectivity between 4,500. volume of traffic at

U.S. Route 1 and over 18,000 vpd.

Telegraph Road.

. Has the lowest effect Does not bisect the Does not cross Fort Does not cross Fort Does not further effect
Force Protection on force protection of North Post. Belvoir. Belvoir. desired force

the on-post protection.
alternatives.

Land Use

Lowest change to
existing land use of all

Not in close proximity
to any schools.

Not in close proximity
to any schools.

Not in close proximity
to any schools.

Has the fewest number
of utility crossings (2).

No change to existing
land use.

alternatives (already a Few utility Has one of the fewest
2-lane road). crossings (5). numbers of utility
crossings (3).
. Fewest acres of Second lowest Lowest number of
Environmental wetland impact (less impact on wetlands major stream crossings
Resour ces than 1 acre). (3.4 acres). (two).
Low impact on Fort No impact on wood Second lowest impact
Belvoir swildlife turtle habitat. on Chesapeake Bay
corridor (1.5 acres). Second lowest impact Resource Protection
No impact on wood on Chesapeake Bay Areas (4 acres).
turtle habitat. Resource Protection L owest impact on Fort
L owest impact on Areas (4 acres). Belvoir' swildlife
Chesapeake Bay corridor (1.3 acres).
Resource Protection
Areas (1.2 acres).
Fewest noise receptors.
Does not affect cultural Does not affect any
Cultural or historic areas. cultural or historic
Resour ces aress.

Fairfax County, Virginia

November 2003




Preliminary Feasibility Study (Phase |) of Richmond Highway and Telegraph Road Connector

Table 6-1. Advantages of Alternatives (continued)

On-Post On and Off-Post Off-Post
Criteria Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Alternative E Alternative F Alternative G No Action
Third lowest estimated Second lowest Lowest estimated cost

M acr o-level cost ($30 million). estimated cost ($25 million)
Cost ($28 million).

Comparison

Note: Blank cells indicate that no outliers were identified when the alternatives were compared.
November 2003
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Table 6-2. Disadvantages of Alternatives

On-Post On and Off-Post Off-Post
Criteria Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Alternative E Alternative F Alternative G No Action
Infrastructure Second longest Uses low percentage of Uses lowest percentage Uses lowest percentage Uses low percentage of Continued strain on

corridor at 2.99 miles.

existing road corridor
(28 percent).

Longest on-post
corridor at 3.02 miles.

of existing road
corridor (O percent).

of existing road
corridor (O percent).

existing road corridor
(28 percent).

existing infrastructure,
which is currently
above capacity.

. Has the lowest Has the lowest Not a continuous Not a continuous Would result in an No improvement to
TrafficVolume reduction in vehicle reduction in vehicle corridor from U.S. corridor from U.S. increase in vehicle existing traffic
hours traveled per day hours traveled per day Route 1 to Telegraph Route 1 to Telegraph hours traveled per day congestion.
(about 1,000). (about 1,000). Road (requires Road (requires four (about 360) in Horizon
four subalternative subalternative Y ear 2025.
connectors to connectorsto U.S. Would result in the
U.S. Route 1). Route 1). lowest (500) projected
change in total volume
on parallel north-south
routes.
. Bisects the western Bisects the western Bisects the North Post, Bisects the eastern About 2,000 linear feet
Force Protection portion of the North portion of the North limiting future portion of the North of corridor are within
Post, limiting security Post, limiting security development for Post, limiting future the desired 400-meter
standoff distances for standoff distances for security-sensitive development for standoff distance.
future developments. future developments. buildings. Ssecurity-sensitive
Has the greatest length About 3,000 linear feet About 3,000 lineal feet buildings.
of road within desired of corridor are within of corridor are within About 2,000 lineal feet
400-meter standoff the desired 400-meter the desired 400-meter of corridor are within
distance at nearly standoff distance. standoff distance. the desired 400-meter
9,000 linear feet. standoff distance.
Highest number of
existing intersections
at12.
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Table 6-2. Disadvantages (continued).

On-Post On and Off-Post Off-Post
Criteria Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Alternative E Alternative F Alternative G No Action
Land U Affectsthe largest Affects alarge amount Affects alarge amount Passes within 700 feet Passes within 700 feet In close proximity to Would result in take of
an se number of utility of Historic/Heritage of Historic/Heritage of Hayfield Secondary of Hayfield Secondary U.S. Coast Guard 2.62 acres of off-post
crossings at 31. Protection Districts Protection Districts School and 350 feet of School and 350 feet of communications residential property.
Would result in the (13.4 acres). (13.4 acres). Hayfield Elementary Hayfield Elementary facility.
largest estimated Affects eight holes on School. School. Would result in take of
amount of on-post take the North Post golf Would require Would require the largest amount of
from residential areas course. relocation of the relocation of the off-post residential
(2.2 acres). electrical substation in electrical substation in property (7.59 acres).
Affects three holes on the southeast corner of the southeast corner of
the North Post golf HEC. HEC.
course. Runs parallel to Runs parallel with
overhead high-tension overhead high-tension
electriclines. electriclines.
Affects alarge amount
of Historic/Heritage
Protection Districts
(13.4 acres).

. Has the greatest Intersects the highest Affects the second Has the largest impact Impacts about 12 acres Hasthe largest Affectsabout 19 acres
Environmental number of major number of solid waste largest number of on- on wood turtle habitat of Chesapeake Bay impact on wetlands/ of Huntley Meadows
Resour ces stream crossings (5). management units (3). post forested areas at about 13 acres. Resource Protection floodplains (about 26 Park.

(24.4 acres). Has the highest impact Aress. acres). Noise would affect the
on floodplain and Affects about 3 acres Affectsabout 12 acres greatest number of
wetland areas among of Huntley Meadows of Huntley Meadows sensitive receptors.
all on-post aternatives Park. Park and 16 acres of
at morethan 15 acres. other parkland.

Has the highest number Noise would affect the
of major stream second greatest number
crossings (5). of sensitive receptors.
Has the largest impact
on on-post forested
areas (26.5 acres)
and wildlife corridor
(15 acres).
Affects a high number (SeeLand Use) (SeeLand Use) (SeeLand Use)
Cultural of cultural/ historic
Resour ces sites (8).
level Third most expensive Most expensive Second most expensive
Macro-lev aternative ($34 aternative aternative
Cost _ million). ($43 million). ($38 million).
Comparison
Note: Blank cells indicate that no outliers were identified when alternatives were compared.
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SECTION 7.0:
MACRO-LEVEL COST COMPARISON

7.1

This preliminary study provides a macro-level comparison of the costs of the seven
different route aternatives. This section describes the general methodology used to
develop a cost estimate for each route and presents the factors contributing to the final
cost of each road corridor.

The general approach taken to prepare these initial cost comparisons drew on the
professiona experience of the technical team and on stakeholder input to develop
estimates of unit rates based on construction of similar type, size, and location. Those
reasonable and representative estimates could then used for cost projections.

Methodology

The stakeholders developed a standardized approach for the preparation of the cost
estimates that is commensurate with the level of technical detail and amount of data
available. Theinitial step in the estimating process was to presume a four-lane, 128-foot-
wide road that is at-grade for the length of the corridor. Additiona costs (line items)
were included for the unique features required by each corridor, based on the items
identified in the matrix (Table 5-1). The costing approach, therefore, relies on two types
of costs: (1) a base cost for the main infrastructure of a four-lane road extending the
entire distance of the proposed corridor and (2) a suite of additions to the standard road.
Recognizing the variety of potential engineering controls and architectural details for
each route aternative, an attempt was made to apply measures representative of solutions
that Fort Belvoir had used previously. The line items presented were prepared with the
understanding that construction modifications or constraints on or adjacent to the
proposed corridor might affect the actual costs.

These cost estimates were prepared before any road design to serve as initial planning-
level guides. Therefore, some factors might change if this study advances to the NEPA
level. In addition, no geotechnical study has been performed for any of the corridors.
Data such as vertical and horizontal alignments, contours, cut and fill estimates, and
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grading were not specifically factored into these estimates. Engineering constraints that
are not considered in this study might exist. If further analysis to continue the evaluation
of the corridors is deemed appropriate, it would be prudent to perform field studies and
prepare a more detailed road design and estimates that are more inclusive of specific site
conditions. As mentioned above, the estimates developed in this study draw on
stakeholder input for a representative unit rate for each factor considered.

Described below is the methodology for developing a macro-level cost comparison using
abase road cost and varying additional costs.

Base Cost (infrastructure for a four-lane, at-grade road)

The basis of the base cost was a four-lane road similar to Telegraph Road and Fairfax
County Parkway in the vicinity of Fort Belvoir. For example, a 2.5-mile section of
Telegraph Road was improved from a two-lane road to a four-lane divided roadway
between Beulah Street and U.S. Route 1 in the summer of 2000. The cost of the new
construction on this length of road (a total of $16.4 million) was used to establish a unit
cost per linear foot of roadway. The unit cost was multiplied by the total length of new
roadway to estimate the cost of the new road. A reduced unit rate was used where the
corridor would extend along an existing two-lane road.

The following subsections present the additional costs required to mitigate known
impacts or address constraints. These costs can be highly variable depending on the
mitigation measures found most appropriate after further study.

| nter sections

These costs are based on the number of intersections with existing roads throughout the
length of the corridor. The volume of traffic directly correlates to the requirements for
the type and size of aroad, its intersections, the number of turning lanes and traffic lights,
signage, and other detalls. A correlation between traffic volume and types of
intersections (e.g., a four-lane road with a two-lane road with specific traffic volumes)
was derived, based on the experience of the technica team and stakeholders, to

approximate the unit costs for the intersections of the proposed corridor and existing
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roads. This estimate does not include scenarios for overpasses or interchanges. The costs
associated with security and force protection measures & the various intersections are
addressed in Section 7.1.3.

The primary construction measure used was a four-way, at-grade intersection with traffic
lights. The intersections were differentiated only by the size of the intersecting road.
Therefore, cost estimates were provided for intersections with a two-lane road, another
four-lane road, and secondary roads without restricted access.

7.1.3 ForceProtection

Force-protection measures will likely be required along various portions of the on-post
aternatives. The two conditions that required force protection as an additional cost are
intersections with existing on-post roads and roads that pass within a specified distance
from security-sensitive facilities on-post.

Each intersection affords an opportunity for a vehicle to access Fort Belvoir. Therefore,
restricted-access gates to eliminate unauthorized access to the post were included in the
estimate.

An earthen berm that follows the corridor alignment for the length of road that passes
within the desired 400-meter standoff distance from the key tenant organizations was
used to address the cost of a mitigation measure for vehicle bombs. The choice of
measure was based primarily on aesthetics in keeping with the existing conditions on the
post. Appendix H illustrates the design of the earthen berm used and the rationale for
using the berm.

A number of other measures that might be more appropriate as force protection measures
include

Limiting access to two-axle cars along the route alternatives
Vehicle screening at entry checkpoints

Grade-separated overpasses

Gates and barriers

Building hardening
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Depressed roadbeds

Design criteriafor force-protection measures were not part of this study. Consequently, a
single mitigation measure was assumed and priced for the cost estimate. This estimate
did not consider the sizes of the bombs from which structures had to be protected, and
therefore the mitigation measure might not sufficiently protect against a particular size of
explosive. A more detailed investigation of force-protection criteria and threat analyses
would be required to determine the most appropriate and cost-effective measures for the
aternatives.

If this study progresses, a full study of the effectiveness, engineering feasibility, and
aesthetic design of such force-protection options for the on-post corridors is
recommended.

Land Use

The primary factors for land-use based costs were (1) take costs for the purchase of
existing residential and commercial facilities within and intersecting the route corridors,
(2) the cost of utility crossings along each route alternative, and (3) other costs related to

utilities.

The land use cost estimate was broken down to include this level of detail. Itisimportant
to note that changes in the alignment of the corridors could have a significant effect on
the cost based on the land use criteria.

Real Estate Take Costs. Several of the route aternatives pass through existing
residential and commercial properties. The properties would have to be purchased to
allow for the construction of a new road or widening of an existing road. These take
costs are reflected in the cost estimates based on acreage costs or average land and home
values at prevailing prices. Property values were taken from the Fairfax County
Department of Tax Administration’s 2003 parcel assessment value data. Most of the take
costs include the entire property unless the property islarge enough to be subdivided.

Utilities. Costs associated with utility crossings in the corridor would be incurred either
because the road design would have to be modified to efficiently accommodate the
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existing utility or because the utility lines themselves would have to be relocated to
accommodate the road. Costs for utilities vary according to their type, size, and location
relative to a new road. The costs used in this study are based on cost data gathered from
similar utility-related costs for road construction projects throughout the Northern
Virginiaarea.

Although this study used the locations of utility crossings in estimating costs, it did not
have the data necessary to determine the types of modification required at each crossing.
If aproject isapproved, amore detailed evaluation of utilities would be prudent.

Two proposed alternatives would affect an electrical substation on Fort Belvoir owned
and operated by Dominion Virginia Power. Assumptions on the cost of relocating the
substation are based on the cost of relocating comparable facilities. These costs are
factored in for the two routes. Discussions are ongoing to coordinate input from
stakeholders on the most appropriate cost for this particular facility relocation.

Environmental

The four primary factors for environmental unit cost were (1) number of stream
crossings, (2) acres of wetlands affected, (3) maintenance of a wildlife habitat corridor,
and (4) reduction of traffic noise.

Stream Crossings. Because each stream crossing is unique, a variety of road crossings
might be required depending on the slopes, subsurface soil conditions, and stream
conditions. Because of data limitations, however, a bridge crossing of a representative
stream width was assumed for all the alternatives. Most streams in the Fort Belvoir study
area are first- and second-order streams, and therefore the cost of a four-lane bridge 100-
feet long was used.

Wetlands. Two cost scenarios were applied in this criterion: banking wetlands and using
elevated roadway. Banking wetlands was priced at $125,000 per acre. Elevated
roadways would be used to minimize impacts on wetlands so large that it would be
impractical to bank them from a cost perspective. The cost of an elevated roadway was
prepared as a cost per linear foot.
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Wildlife Corridor. A wildlife corridor extends in a nearly east-west orientation through
the entire North Post of Fort Belvoir. This corridor provides connectivity for wildlife
habitat, feeding, and other wildlife uses between Huntley Meadows Park and an
environmental protection area that extends to the southwest area of the post. The purpose
of the wildlife corridor is to provide a fairly unbroken path for wildlife migration,
reproduction, feeding, and other habitat considerations. Costs for maintaining the
wildlife corridor would be incurred in the form of altered road design. A length of
elevated roadway with culverts below was incorporated into the cost of the affected
alternatives to account for this factor. This approach is similar to that taken by Fairfax
County when costing the Fairfax County Parkway, and it was assumed that it is an
adequate approach for this study.

Noise. The need for noise barriers was determined based on a 65-decibel standard
corresponding to a buffer distance of 750 feet from each side of the proposed roadways.
As illustrated in Appendix H, the earthen berm, a standard noise protection measure, is
proposed for this study; however, the use of other noise barriers, including noise barrier
walls, is possible. Further study might be necessary to determine an optimal noise
mitigation design in terms of aesthetics and security.

Macro-Level Cost Comparison of Alternatives

Using the methodology described above, a macro-level cost comparison was prepared.
Table 7-1 presents the comparative costs by category and by total macro-level cost. The
unit rates and quantity are provided with the cost items to show how the comparative
costs were prepared. This table is not intended to represent a detailed summary of all
costs. It isintended to provide a reasonable comparison between the alternatives. Each
unit rate in the table represents a blended rate of anticipated costs associated with the
construction items listed. The subsections below provide a brief overview of how the
cost items were identified for each alternative.
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Table 7-1. Macro-Level Cost Comparison Table

Category Construction or Cost Item Alt A Alt B Alt C Alt D Alt E Alt F Alt G
Unit Unit Rate Quantity Quantity Quantity Quantity Quantity Quantity Quantity
Base Cost|Existing Road Length LF $1,125 14,300 6,300 8,500 8,600 0 700 3,600
New Road Length LF $1,500 1,600 9,500 3,600 5,700 10,000 13,000 8,300
Additional Costs
Intersections|At-grade intersection for 2-lane road EA $100,000 3 0 0 0 1 1 2
At-grade intersection for 4-lane road EA $150,000 3 3 2 2 1 1 0
Small, non security-sensitive intersections EA $25,000 8 4 8 4 0 0 7
Force Protection|Earthen berms along road LF $750 8,900 2,900 2,900 2,000 2,000 0 0
Restricted road barrier/gate EA $100,000 6 3 2 2 1 0 0
Land Use|Take residential costs EA Variable 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Take commercial costs EA Variable 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Utilities] Utility crossings and realignments LF $50,000 31 12 5 9 10 3 2
Electric substation EA $10,000,000 0 0 1 1 0 0
Environmental
Stream/Wetland Crossing|4-lane bridge LF $10,000 0 0 100 100 100 1000 100
Wetlands|Wetland mitigation banking in watershed Acre $125,000 0.5 3.4 5.6 15 71 26.5 4.9
Wildlife/Habitat Corridor]Culverts beneath road LF $200 5 4 4 5 2 3 4
Noise|Noise walls LF $600 2,000 4,000 4,000 6,300 5,300 6,700 9,300
Total costs $30 M $34 M $28 M $43 M $32 M $39 M $25 M
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7.2.1 Alternative A

Alternative A extends northward along Woodlawn Road from its intersection with U.S.
Route 1, primarily along existing roads, through the North Post golf course to the
intersection of Beulah Street and Telegraph Road. About 90 percent of the route uses
existing roadway corridors. The projected total cost for this alternative is about
$30 million.

Base Cost. The portion of this alternative using existing road corridors is approximately
14,000 feet. This portion uses Woodlawn Road (two lanes) from U.S. Route 1 to John J.
Kingman Road, John J. Kingman Road (four lanes) from Woodlawn Road to Beulah
Street, and Beulah Street (two lanes) from John J. Kingman Road to just north of the
North Post golf course clubhouse. The portion of the alternative that would require new
road construction is about 1,500 feet long, and it extends from Beulah Street near the
North Post golf course clubhouse northward to the realigned section of Beulah Street at
its intersection with Telegraph Road.

Intersections. Intersections for Alternative A requiring security-related measures such
as gate barriers or personnel checkpoints fall into two groups. Three four-lane at-grade
intersections, from south to north, are the intersections of John J. Kingman Road with
Woodlawn Road, Beulah Street, and the realigned segment of Beulah Street. Three two-
lane at-grade intersections are at one end of the Kimbro Loop through the Lewis Housing
Area on-post, Meeres Road, and Gunston Road. The following five road intersections
would be closed and require permanent or key entry gates at their intersections with
Alternative A: the other intersection with the Kimbro Loop in the Lewis Housing Area,
the original closed portion of Woodlawn Road north of John J. Kingman Road ("Old
Woodlawn Road"), and three unnamed roads along John J. Kingman Road between
Woodlawn Road and Keene Road.

Land Use. No cost associated with land use changes would be incurred.

Utilities. There are 25 utility crossings along this proposed corridor. Fifteen are along
Woodlawn Road in the southern portion of the route. One occurs aong John J. Kingman
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Road near its intersection with Beulah Street. The remainder are between Beulah Street
and the golf course area, except for one aboveground electric utility crossing along
Telegraph Road.

Environmental. Alternative A would affect 0.5 acre of wetlands. The wetland is along
the eastern side of Woodlawn Road just south of John J. Kingman Road. Five culverts
for stream crossings would be required along this corridor. Two crossings are along
Woodlawn Road, two are along John J. Kingman Road, and one is near the northern end
of Beulah Street. In addition, about 2,000 feet of noise walls would be required to
provide a buffer for the Lewis Housing Area on the east side of Woodlawn Road at the
southern end of the corridor.

Force Protection. The total length of earthen berms installed as a force protection
measure would be about 9,000 feet. Four sections aong the corridor would require
berms. The first is 5,100 feet along the west side of Woodlawn Road across from the
Lewis Housing Area. The second section is at the north end of Woodlawn Road on the
east side (to protect EARTHCOM). The third section is 800 feet on the south side of
John J. Kingman Road near the intersection with Beulah Street, and the fourth is 3,100
feet on the east side of Beulah Street (to protect DCEETA).

Alternative B

Alternative B begins at U.S. Route 1 on the proposed Old Mill Road realignment around
the east and north sides of the IMP Building. It passes off-post residential areas, crosses
into Fort Belvoir, passes aongside a proposed RCI housing area, and then heads
northwest to join the Beulah Street realignment to connect with Telegraph Road.

Base Cost. The existing two-lane Old Mill Road is used in the southern portion of this
route north of the proposed Old Mill Road realignment section, amounting to 40 percent
of the total route. About 9,500 feet of the corridor would then cross gently rolling
woodlands, the contours of which might require grading and leveling.

Intersections.  Security measures would be required for four intersections with

Alternative B. An intersection with a four-lane road occurs at the Beulah Street
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realignment. Two-lane intersections include Meeres Road, John J. Kingman Road, and
Beulah Street. Two other intersections, Old Woodlawn Road and an unpaved road that
extends north from John J. Kingman Road, might require only a gated barrier with key
access.

Land Use. The southern terminus of this corridor at U.S. Route 1 was shifted to the east
to preserve the viewshed of Woodlawn Plantation, a historic site that stipulated cultural
preservation mitigation measures during the planning of the corridor alternatives. This
shift might require taking commercia property that falls in the route corridor. During the
cost estimating, it was determined that either the entire IMP Building property on the
south side of the corridor or three apartment buildings on the north side would be taken.
The take costs for the two options are roughly the same. This corridor might also conflict
with a proposed RCI housing area on-post. A cost might be incurred if this route is
constructed after the proposed residential areais developed (if it is developed); however,
it is expected that if both projects were to occur, consideration of the other project in each
design would minimize potential conflicts.

Utilities. There are 12 utility crossings on this corridor. Four crossings are along Old
Mill Road, one is near the intersection with John J. Kingman Road, one is near the
intersection with Old Woodlawn Road, five are along Beulah Street, and one is at
Telegraph Road.

Environmental. Noise mitigation barriers 4,000 feet long might be required along both
sides of the southern section of this route because of the proximity of three residential
areas and a church on the east side and Woodlawn Plantation on the west side. A total of
3.3 acres of wetlands would be affected. Two wetlands are along Old Mill Road, and
three more are between John J. Kingman Road and Beulah Street. This corridor would
cross 8.3 acres of the Fort Belvoir wildlife corridor between Old Mill Road and Beulah
Street. In addition, 0.1 acre of arare ecological community might be affected where the
route veers northwest from Old Mill Road on-post.

Force Protection. Earthen berms about 2,900 feet long might be required on the eastern
side of the northern third of Alternative B to provide protection for DCEETA.
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7.2.3 AlternativeC

Alternative C begins at U.S. Route 1 along the proposed Old Mill Road realignment. It
passes of f-post residential areas, crosses into the post, passes alongside the proposed RCI
housing area, and then heads north to connect with Telegraph Road.

Base Cost. Seventy percent of this route would be located along an existing roadway
corridor. Thirty percent would cross rolling woodlands, which might require grading and
leveling.

Intersections. Intersections on-post that would require security mitigation measures
include two 2-lane intersections with Meeres Road and John J. Kingman Road.

Land Use. Alternative C overlaps with Alternative B at its southern end, and land use
take would be the same as that for Alternative B. Take of commercial property would be
required to avoid viewshed conflicts with Woodlawn Plantation, and this corridor might
affect the proposed RCI housing area. No land use conflicts would be incurred aong the
northern end of thisroute.

Utilities. There are two utility crossings near the junction of this corridor with Meeres
Road and one crossing near the junction with John J. Kingman Road.

Environmental. Alternative C traverses a more direct north-south line through Fort
Belvoir across wooded and fairly hilly topography to tie in with Telegraph Road. There
are two stream crossings near Meeres Road and two more in the northern part of the
corridor. The route affects 5.9 total acres of wetlands, a small wetland near Meeres Road
and a much larger one at the northern end of the route near Telegraph Road. In the
middle segment of Alternative C, the presence of a rare ecological community might
require a slight route deviation to avoid impacts. This corridor would cross 6.4 acres of
the Fort Belvoir wildlife corridor east of Old Mill Road. Noise mitigation barriers 4,000
feet long might be required in the southern section of the route on both sides because of
proximity to three residential areas and a church on the east side and Woodlawn
Plantation on the west side.
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Force Protection. About 2,900 feet of earthen berms might be required on the east side
of the northern third of the corridor to provide protection for HEC. The corridor is at
least 400 meters to the east of DCEETA, and therefore no barrier would be required on
the west side.

Alternative D

Alternative D begins at U.S. Route 1 along the proposed Old Mill Road realignment. It
passes of f-post residential areas, crosses into the post, passes alongside the proposed RCI
housing area, and then veers northeast between the east side of HEC and the west edge of
the off-post Hayfield Farm subdivision to connect eventually to Telegraph Road.

Base Cost. Sixty percent of Alternative D is aong an existing road corridor. The
remaining 40 percent crosses relatively flat, forested areas.

I nter sections. Two 2-lane road intersections at Meeres Road and John J. Kingman Road

would require security-related mitigation measures.

Land Use. The southern end of Alternative D overlaps Alternatives B and C, so take for
the Old Mill Road realignment to accommodate the Woodlawn Plantation viewshed and
potential conflict with the proposed RCI housing area would occur as previousy
discussed. The northern end of Alternative D runs parallel to an existing utility corridor.

Utilities. There are seven crossings in this corridor, including two at Meeres Road, one
at John J. Kingman Road, three east of the HEC, and one at Telegraph Road. Alternative
D would require relocation of the Dominion Virginia Power substation at the southeast
corner of HEC.

Environmental. Within Fort Belvoir, Alternative D passes through relatively flat
wooded areas with small stream crossings. Two stream crossings are near Meeres Road,
two are to the east of John J. Kingman Road in the central portion of the route, and two
more are near the electrical substation, where the route curves to the northwest. A total
of 14.7 acres of the Fort Belvoir wildlife corridor would be affected, potentialy requiring
road culverts to permit continued habitat connectivity. A total of 15.3 acres of wetlands
would be affected: a small wetland near Meeres Road, a large wetland in the middle

Fairfax County, Virginia 7-12 November 2003



Preliminary Feasibility Study (Phase I) of Richmond Highway and Telegraph Road Connector

7.2.5

portion of the route, and a third wetland near Telegraph Road. The Jackson Miles Abbott
Wetland Refuge would be avoided. In the southern portion of the route, 4,000 feet of
noise mitigation walls on either side of Old Mill Road would be required, as discussed for
Alternatives B and C. The northern end of Alternative D is adjacent to the Hayfield
Farms off-post residential subdivision, as well as Hayfield Elementary School; noise
mitigation walls totaling 2,300 feet in length might be required.

Force Protection. Security measures would be required in the northern portion of
Alternative D as it approaches Telegraph Road because it runs adjacent to and east of
HEC. Earthen berms 2,000 feet long would be required on the western side of the road.

Alternative E

Unlike the route alternatives mentioned previously, Alternative E does not provide a
direct connection between U.S. Route 1 and Telegraph Road. It starts on Pole Road and
offers four connector roads branching out to U.S. Route 1. These two-lane connector
roads travel through residential neighborhoods. The roads are, from west to east, Old
Mill Road, Sacramento Drive, Highland Lane, and Frye Road. The corridor runs north
from Pole Road adjacent to the Timothy Park residential subdivision, crosses the
southwestern corner of Huntley Meadows Park, continues into Fort Belvoir, and joins the
northern end of Alternative D to connect with Telegraph Road.

Base Cost. No existing road corridors would be used by Alternative E.

Intersections. No intersections requiring security measures would occur along this

corridor.
Land Use. No land use conflicts requiring take would be expected.

Utilities. There are four utility crossings near HEC and one at Telegraph Road.
Alternative E would require relocation of the Dominion Virginia Power electrical
substation at the southeast corner of HEC.

Environmental. A total of 7.1 acres of wetlands would be affected, al in the northern

end of the route corridor. There are two stream crossings in the central portion of the
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route. The route would affect 1.3 acres of the Fort Belvoir wildlife corridor, requiring
mitigation such as wildlife culverts. Noise mitigation would be required for the sections
of the road adjoining off-post residential neighborhoods, including 3,000 feet of noise
barriers for Timothy Park and 2,300 feet of noise barriers for Hayfield Farms, both on the
eastern side of the route.

Force Protection. Security mitigation measures would be required in the northern
portion of Alternative E where it approaches Telegraph Road as it runs adjacent to HEC.
Earthen berms 2,000 feet long would be required on the western side of the corridor.

Alternative F

This route overlaps the corridor for Alternative E at its southern end and runs north
adjacent to the Timothy Park subdivision, then veers northeast and traverses Huntley
Meadows Park, a wetland area. It then circumvents the U.S. Coast Guard
communications facility to the southeast and passes alongside the Wickford subdivision.
The route then passes through a small residential area before connecting with Telegraph
Road. This intersection would be directly across from the intersection of the Van Dorn
Street Extension with Telegraph Road. This corridor isentirely off-post.

Base Cost. Only 5 percent of this corridor would use existing road corridors.
I nter sections. No security-sensitive intersections would occur along the route.

Land Use. About $616,500 of residential property take might be required in the small
residential areato the east of the Wickford subdivision.

Utilities. Thereis an aeria transmission line in the central section of the route before it
traverses Huntley Meadows. There are also four other utility crossings concentrated at
the northern end near the intersection with Telegraph Road.

Environmental. Alternative F crosses 23.2 acres of floodplain and 28.7 acres of Huntley
Meadows property in its central and northern portions. Further study would be required
to determine the most efficient path for this section of the route given the condition of the
terrain and potential impacts on wetlands. Although no detailed engineering design or
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71.2.7

study has been conducted, a 1,000-foot-long bridge might be required for this section to
minimize impacts on hydrology. There are aso four stream crossings in the northern
third of this route. In terms of noise mitigation requirements, 3,000 feet of noise walls
would be required to protect Timothy Park, and 3,700 feet of walls might be needed on
the western side of the corridor to protect the Wickford subdivision.

Force Protection. Additional security measures would be required to protect a Coast

Guard facility along this route from potential security breaches.

Alternative G

Alternative G runs from U.S. Route 1 to the west along Lockheed Boulevard, running
between the northern boundary of Huntley Meadows Park and residential areas to the
north. It crosses a Huntley Meadows feeder stream before passing through a small
residential area and connecting with Telegraph Road across from the Van Dorn Street
Extension. Thiscorridor isentirely off-post.

Base Cost. About 30 percent of the corridor would use existing roadways.
I nter sections. No security-sensitive intersections would occur along Alternative G.

Land Use. Alternative G would require take of residential property near the intersection
with Telegraph Road in the amount of $660,000.

Utilities. Alternative G crosses one utility corridor at its eastern end, two in the central

portion, and two in the western end.

Environmental. There are 4.9 acres of floodplains at the western end of this corridor,
and it crosses 20 acres of Huntley Meadows Park. There are four stream crossings, three
in the middle section of the route and one near the western end of the route. A total of
9,300 feet of noise barriers would be expected, including 3,400 feet of noise barriers at
the eastern end of the corridor on both sides of Lockheed Boulevard to reduce noise
effects on three subdivisions and Hybla Valley Elementary School. An additional 5,900
feet of noise barriers would be required on the north side of the middle section of the
route to protect two more residential subdivisions.
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Force Protection. No force protection measures would be required by Alternative G.
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SECTION 8.0:
CONCLUSION

8.1

This preliminary study initialy reviewed 14 corridor alignments that could serve as
future connector roads between Telegraph Road and U.S. Route 1 in the vicinity of Fort
Belvoir. The number of corridors was narrowed to seven based on input from
stakeholders and the evauation criteria defined for this study. The traffic influence,
constraints, and relative macro-level costs of the final seven corridors were compared.

The objective of this study was to identify aternative corridors that were technically,
environmentally, and economically feasible. The technical evaluation focused primarily
on traffic analyses to demonstrate the effect that each alternative would have on local and
regional traffic. The environmental analysis considered existing constraints based on
available records from Fort Belvoir and Fairfax County. Because of the very preliminary
nature of this study, the economic evaluation was limited to a macro-level cost
comparison. The evaluations of these feasibility objectives are presented in the matrix
(Table 5-1) and broken down into advantages and disadvantages according to route in
Tables6-1 and 6-2. The macro-level cost comparison is presented in Table 7-1.

All seven aternatives are considered technically, environmentally, and economically
feasible at this phase of the study. Alternative A, however, might not be a viable
aternative because of a proposed housing development along the corridor and a cemetery
that exists just west of the corridor. Information regarding the development was provided
to the Study Team after the evaluation of alternatives was completed. A summary of the
aternativesrelative to their feasibility is provided below.

Technical Feasibility

The corridor alternatives were evaluated to determine the routes local and regional
influence. Local influence reflects the volume of traffic that is rerouted onto the
dternative route, if constructed. Regional influence reflects the reduction in vehicle
hours traveled resulting from the alternative route. The following conclusions are based
on current year (2003) model runs.
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All seven of the alternatives demonstrate a positive result in relieving traffic congestion
in the Fort Belvoir area, as measured by the amount of traffic rerouted from Woodlawn
Road to the alternative corridor. Alternative A has the highest number of rerouted traffic
at approximately 5,100 vehicles per day. This alternative makes use of existing
alignments with Woodlawn Road and Beulah Street, making it understandable that the
local traffic would return to using the same or very similar routes. The aternative that is
nearest to Alternative A from a local perspective is Alternative C, with approximately
4,700 vehicles per day. This alternative, an extension of Old Mill Road, represents the
most direct route to Telegraph Road.

The corridors with the most positive influence on regiona traffic are Alternatives F, C,
D, and E. The greatest reduction in vehicle hours traveled from the presumed baseline is
Alternative F, resulting in a reduction of approximately 4,500 vehicle hours traveled.
The second largest reduction in vehicles traveled is in Alternatives C, D, and E with a
reduction of approximately 2,700, 3,000, and 3,200 vehicles hours traveled, respectively.

The corridor with the highest projected change in volume on parallel routes is Alternative
F with nearly 11,000 vehicles per day from Route 1, north of Sherwood Hall Lane and
Fairfax County Parkway, north of John J. Kingman Road. The greatest reduction in
vehicle hours traveled is achieved by Alternative F, which reduces the number of vehicle
hours traveled per day by 4,500. The second largest reductions in vehicle hours traveled
per day are achieved by Alternatives C, D, and E, each of which reduces the number of
vehicle hours traveled per day by 3,000. Alternatives A and G have the highest average
volume of traffic a over 16,000 vehicles per day and 18,000 vehicles per day,
respectively.

The corridors with the greatest improvement in LOS during the morning rush hour are
Alternatives A, C, D, and E. During the evening rush hour, Alternatives B, D, and E
show the greatest improvement in LOS.

If the evaluation criteria are combined, Alternative C is the most favorable alternative
from atraffic perspective because it provides one of the greatest improvementsin level of
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8.2

8.3

service, has the second highest beneficial influence on local and regiona traffic, and has
the second largest change in volume on parallel routes.

Environmental Feasibility

The environmental criteria encompass a wide range of constraints. This preliminary
study specifically avoided weighting the criteria, and therefore a quantifiable
Environmental Assessment was not performed. Instead, known environmental
constraints were overlaid on the seven alternative corridor alignments to identify the
constraints within the corridors. These values are presented in the matrix (Table 5-1) for

comparison purposes.

None of the corridor alignments appear to have environmental constraints that could not
be mitigated. Some readily apparent differences between the alternatives are the amount
of wetlands and floodplains affected, the number of potential noise-sensitive receptors,
and the number of historic or cultural sites affected. The aternatives with the least
impact on natural resources (wetlands, upland habitat, threatened and endangered species,
rare ecological communities) are Alternatives A and B; Alternative F has the most impact
on natural resources. The corridor with the lowest number of potential noise-sensitive
receptors is Alternative A; Alternative G has the highest number of potential noise-
sensitive receptors. The corridor with the most historic and cultural sites affected is
Alternative A; Alternatives E, F, and G do not affect any historic and cultural sites.

Economical Feasihility

The aternative with the lowest comparative cost is Alternative G at $25 million if all the
assumptions were correct. The second lowest comparative cost is Alternative C at
approximately $28 million. It should be noted that these costs are highly unrefined
because of the preliminary nature of this study. It isquite likely that costs would increase
based on revised alignments, detailed road design, field data (e.g., geotechnical survey),

and mitigation measures.
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8.4

Study Team Preferences

There was a desire among the study team members to narrow the list of seven
aternatives. However, identifying preferred aternatives was difficult to substantiate due
to the preliminary reture of the study, particularly from a beneficial perspective. For
example, the alignment of each corridor is very approximate and a slight modification in
the alignment could significantly change the environmental and economical feasibility.

The following statements summarize the opinions of the study team members on the |least
favorable alternatives. Although all seven aternatives were determined to be feasible,
specific study team members did not desire some of the alternatives but agreed to keep
them in this study for comparison purposes.

Fort Belvoir. Alternatives F and G are most desired by Fort Belvoir because they have a
positive affect on regional traffic congestion and do not have negative force protection
implications. Alternative G was specifically requested to be added to this study by Fort
Belvoir during the September 16, 2003 Study Team meeting. Alternative A is least
desired by Fort Belvoir due to the existing and proposed land-use along this existing

corridor.

Fairfax County. Of the alternatives considered in this study, Fairfax County endorses
aternatives A, B, and C or a hybrid of these aternatives as viable options to replace the
traffic capacity and accessibility lost with the closure of Woodlawn Road and Beulah
Street. This desire was expressed in a letter from Katherine Hanley, Chairman-Fairfax
County Board of Supervisors, to Colonel Williams, Fort Belvoir Garrison Commander,
that was given to the study team during the November 17, 2003 information meeting.

Alternatives F and G are the least desired by Fairfax County because they traverse
Huntley Meadows Park. The alternative G corridor was identified in a previous study as
the preferred alternative but was faced with strong resistance by the Park Authority and
local residents. An attempt to proceed with this corridor was made approximately 15
years ago and did not succeed due to the deed to the property. Theissueis: any activity
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in Huntley Meadows Park would require Fairfax County to renegotiate the deed to the
property with the Department of Interior.

The Virginia Department of Transportation. The Virginia Department of
Transportation did not express amost or least favorable alternative.
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APPENDIX A
PUBLIC LAW 107-314

ENGINEERING STUDY AND ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS OF ROAD
MODIFICATIONSIN VICINITY OF FORT BELVOIR, VIRGINIA
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Public Law 107-314—December 2, 2002.

SEC. 367. ENGINEERING STUDY AND ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS OF ROAD
MODIFICATIONSIN VICINITY OF FORT BELVOIR, VIRGINIA.

(8 Study and Analysis. (1) The Secretary of the Army shall conduct a preliminary engineering study and
environmental analysis to evaluate the feasibility of establishing a connector road between Richmond
Highway (United States Route 1) and Telegraph Road in order to provide an aternative to Beulah Road
(State Route 613) and Woodlawn Road (State Route 618) at Fort Belvoir, Virginia, which were closed as
aforce protection measure. (2) It isthe sense of Congress that the study and analysis should consider as
one alternative the extension of Old Mill Road between Richmond Highway and Telegraph Road.

(b) Consultation. The study required by subsection (a) shall be conducted in consultation with the

Department of Transportation of the Commonwealth of Virginia and Fairfax County, Virginia

(c) Report. The Secretary shall submit to Congress a summary report on the study and analysis required

by subsection (a). The summary report shall be submitted together with the budget justification materials
in support of the budget of the President for fiscal year 2006 that is submitted to Congress under section

1105(a) of title 31, United States Code.

(d) Funding. Of the amount authorized to be appropriated by section 301(a)(1) for the Army for
operation and maintenance, $5,000,000 may be made available for the study and analysis required by

subsection (a).
[Page 116 STAT. 2524]

Source: National Defense Authorization Act, PL 107-314, December 2, 2002, Section 367 Engineering
Study and Environmental Analysis of Road Modifications in Vicinity of Fort Belvoir, Virginia, found at
http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-

bin/getdoc.cgi ?dbname=107 cong_public laws& docid=f:publ314.107 on Sept 23, 2003.
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ARMY
Northeast Regional Office of the Installation Management Agency
Assistant Chief of Stall for Installation Management
Fort Belvoir Garrison
Master Planner
Environmental and Natural Resources Division
Directorate of Public Works & Logistics
Residential Communities Initiative Office
Provost Marshall’s Office
Directorate of Plans OS
Fort Belvoir Tenant Activities:
Defense Communications-Electronics Evaluation & Testing Agency (DCEETA)
Intelligence and Security Command (INSCOM)
Humphrey’ s Engineering Center
Earth Terminal
Defense Threat Reduction Agency
Defense Logistics Agency
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
North Atlantic Division
Baltimore District

Military Traffic Management Command (MTMC)

VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Northern Virginia District Office
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FAIRFAX COUNTY
Department of Transportation
Board of Supervisors
Lee District
Mount Vernon District
OTHER
Transportation Resolution Team (TRT) working group

National Capital Planning Commission
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APPENDIX C
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RECORD QF DECISION
HUNTLEY MEADOWS RARK
November 199Q

GENERAL FORMAT COMMENT

Under the guidelines established by the Naticnal Environmental
Policy’hct (NEFPA) for the preparation of a Recerd of Decision
(ROD), there is neo prescribed or mandated format. FHowvever, due
to the complexity of the issues involved, diversity of cpinions
and the unusual amount of time and controversy engendered by
this project, a structured approach (following the format for
the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement) has been
utilized in the preparation of this document.

BACKGROUND OF THE PROPOSED ACTION.

In 1975 Huntley Meadows FPark was declared gurplue by the

Federal Government and deeded to Fairfax county, Virginia,
under the terms ¢f the Lagacy of the Parks Program. The intent
of the| county in acquiring Huntley Meadows Park was to acquire
the property for its recreatiocnal and envircnmental attributes:

| .

“The proposed recreation use preposed for this property
closely follows the desires and needs of the pecple in
the surrounding urbanized sreas for a large sectiocn of
open land reflecting recreational use . . . . The
paster plan is divided into two basic recreational
uses. The eguestrisn center . . . . The second sajor
recreational use revolves arosund the natural
characteristics and habitat of the avea. The site ls
low, flat land that is damp to moderately wet mcst of
the year. Major wetlands, both cpen and tree coversd,
comprise the southern section of the site, With such
characteristics an cbvicus use for thae area would be
for the preservation and management ol wildlife and
envircnmental attributes of the site." '’

This is further reinforced in the Fairfax County biennial
reports for Huntley Meadovs Park from 19580 through 1987
emphasizing the initial purposes for which the county requested
the Huntley Meadows Park. ;-

iﬁh. site continues to be a valuable asset and integral
part of the county park system as it provides an
invaluable opportunity to experience and enjoy the

natural beauty and creatures of this huge natural

' rairfax County Park Authority, Application for Federal

Surplus Property for Public Park or Recreational
Purposes (program of utlization), January 25, 1974
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conservation area located so near the pepulation
center.”

In this regard the Quitclaim Dead transeferring Auntley Meadows
Park to: the county states,

*The proport{'shall be used and maintained exclusively
for :the public purpess for wvhich it was cenveyed in
perpatuity as set forth in the prograa ef utilization
and plan contained in Grantee's application dated the
31st day of January, 1874 . . . a0

Therefore, a change in use requires an abrogation of this
condition by the Federal Government (the National Park Service
with concurrence of tha General Services Administration) teo
parmit reconveyance (teo the county) for highway use. In the
Dpinion‘ot the Assistant Solicitor, National capital Parks,

nThe Secretary must only determine that the property
transferred elther no lenger serves the purpose for
which it was transferred, or that such releasea,
 conveyance, or gquitclaims deed will net presvent
- accomplishment of the purpose for wvhich such property
vas transferred.* ’

Huntley Meadows Park could, therefors, revert to the United
States if Fairfax County were found to be in noncompliance with
the deed conditions, or if the county desired to use a portion
(as in the case of the highway) or all of the property for
cther than recreation without approval by the United States.

In 1975 FPairfax County deterzined a need te construct a
four-lane, east-wast arterial connecter, identifiead as lockheed
Boulevard-South Van Dorn Street, through the northern peortion
of Huntlay Meadows Park. ' - |

* pairfax County Park Authority Biennial Reports, 1583,
1988 and 1%87. :

3 guitclaim Deed, November 26, 1975.

‘assistant Solicitor's Opinion, National CAbital‘Purkl.
- | Pebruary 2, 1987 .

'_Lockheod Boulevard Connector Road, Environmental
Assessment, March 1983, p. 15. - :
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Th- atated purpose of this connector rcad was to provide

"igpproved east-waest access from I-395, Pranconia and
s;ringriold to the general Route 1 corrider . . . 7

" The National Park Sexrvice (NPS) in accordance with the
procedures set forth under NP5 guidelines (NPS-12) requestad
FTairfax County to prepare an Environmental Assessment. This
document was prepared in 1383 under the direction of the '
National Park Servics in order to analyze the potential
impacts of construction of a road across the park. The
document was used am the basis for determining whether the
portion of the park required for highway purposes no 1onqcr
served| the purposa for which it was transferred, or that auch
- ralease, conveyance, or quitclaim deed would not prevent

- accompligshment of the purpose for which such propozty vas
transfcrr.d.

Based bn this document the NPS on July 7, 1983, signed a
Pinding o2 No Significant Impact (FONEI). This dctarninaticn
was na?o on the tollnvinq nitigaticn: ' '

Replacemant land of approxinately 25 acres.

- Mitigation measures identified in chapter V and appendix v
‘af the Environmental Asssssment.

Documentation of the eight commitments mads by the Virginil
Department of Highways and Transportatiocn {VDOT).

" Commitments to monitor construction and future traffiec
noiu-. :

virginia Department of Highways and Tranaportation cennitncnta
ineludod.

Thq placement of a light at the park esntrance to reduce
baqrior perceptions.

An elevated roadvay at Dogu- Creek for scrvice vehicles and
vildlife passage.
Pedestrian underpass at two locations.
Recessing thn.gropoled road approximately 200 feet into the
park (graduated) to mitigate noise and visual intrusion %o
the existing subdivisions. (modified to reduce impacts to
the k baged on community input)

Pur  testing of archeclogical sitas.
Re 1actlnnt land for the park.
.. Deey fancing.

Menitor noiss for future evaluation.

' ibid.

Additional rotcrances included undar Lockheod Bauluvard
| Connscter Road Supplenental Environmantal Asu.ncnent,
July 1987, Intre. p. <. S




18/39/2003 14:55 79332414580 ) DEFT. OF TRANSPORT. PASE 19

Betweaen 1983 and 1986 new information ¢oncerning the surface
and subsurface geology and hydrology of Huntley Meadows Park
brought the Naticnal Park Service's findings inte question.
The possible significance of thig new information on the park
and additional issues raised by the pudblic varranted further
censideration and analysis.

In 1985, in response to this nev information, the National
Capital Region requested Fairfax County to evaluate thesa
concerns. The county's study was completed in 1986 by GKY and
Associates. * ' The report addressed the projected .

environmental impacts ¢f the connector road,on Huntley Maadows
“Park and reccmmended design features that ¢ould ba included in
the project to mitigate the impacts.

‘ _ :

This report and the previcus report prepared on hydrological
impacts by Camp Dresser & McKee ° concluded that the impacts
from the road wvere minimal and that the major impact to the
park would be from the development of the watarshed to the

northvest of the park.

The reéort was received by the NPS on January 28, 1986, and on
February 7, 1986, the National Capital Region requested the
U.S. Department of Agriculture's Soil and Conservation Service,
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the U.S5. Geclogical
. Survey | (USGS) to provide comments. These agencies were also
requocied to suggest any additional mitigation nmeasures they
believed should be incorporated in the project and to compare-
the report's findings with Dr. Eleanor Robbins' geological
report "

|

The responee to the county's report advised further gsological

and hydrological analysis of the complex water sources which

feed tlie wetlands of the park, and recommended additioenal

mitigaﬁion measures in the event that the road should be built.
| : .

‘' Letter of October 4, 1985, from Regional Director,

National Capital Region.

’ Review and Evaluats the EIS Issues of the Proposed
(Connector Road: Lockheed Blvd.- South Van Dorn Streat,
GKY and Associates, November 1985.

Technical Evaluation for Hydrclogical Impact Analysis,
. |[Lockheed Boulsvard-South Van Dorn Street Connector
Rcad. _

Letter of March 3, 1986, to Manus J. Fish, Regicnal
Director, Natiocnal capital Region.

1




18/30/2883 14:55 7033241459 DERPT. OF Tngs#déf CINEHS
A . Helan

|
In Octebar 1986, Assistant Secretary William P. Herm
determined, based on a review of the recently completed studies
and comments, that the FONSI was inadequate and reguested
Fairfax County to develop a nev Environmental Assessment. The
decision to rescind the FONSI was documented in correspondence
4 -] the,Founcil on Environmental Quality (CEQ) on October 22,
1986.

on Janwary 6, 1987, Assistant Sacretary William P. Horn mat
with Mr. James Herrity, Chairman, Fairfax County Board of
supervisors, te discuss the preparation of a new docunaent, and
provided the county with each of the issues to be addressed.
Thess issues predicated the decision to rescind the original
Environmental Assessment. '
The isques were:

|

1. ‘Prabcrg a hydrolegical study including the total water
budget in source, flow, and annual changes to Huntley
Meafdows. Quantify the relationship of these flows to the

. maintenance of the unizpaired scological value of Huntley
Meadows. Analyze the impacts of the construction of the

Toad on these valuyes.

2. Deéarmin- the total acreage and type of wvetlands to ka

inpacted by the proposed road., Study altarnatives that
‘would aveid wetlands, including Dr. Rcbbins' suggested

~ altaernative. If unaveidable losses will occur, identify
replacement wetlands within this watarshed cther than those
previously identified. 1In that the previocusly identified

 yetlands are publicly owned and already protected, they do
not gualify. It should be noted that if forested vetlands
are involved, the replacement area can bs no less than
2 acres of replacement land for every 1 acre impacted.

3. Determina the cumulative increases in stormwater sntering.

" Huntley Meadows. Develcp effective stormvater runoff
controls for privats developments in this watershed to ,
ensure cumulative flows to the wetlands will not alter the
existing quantity and quality. o

4. Utilize the U.8. Geoclegical Survey's recommandations and

' concluasions on the hydrological impacts as a basis to
‘develop specific engineering sclutions to insura continuing
water flows froa the north and to insure that highway ~
inoff is not dischasrged inte the wvetlands.

s, Defina the significance of the parklands, both as to thelr
. natural values and unique regional rascurces té the =
community. :
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The Supplemental Environmental Assassnent vas completed in

May 1987. The document vas transzitted for review on June 12,
1987, by the Regicnal Director, National Capital Region, to the
Environmental Protection Agency (EFA), United States Fiash and
Wildlife Service, Soil Conservation Service, the NP3
Mid-atlantic Regicnal Office and the United States Geclogical
survey. ! .

Each agency was additicnally provided with copies of their
pravious comments that were submitted to the NPS on the GKY

- Repert.| Thess agencles vers requested to reviaw the document
and "ingure that all previously jdentified issues are fully
addressed in this document.™ Each agency was advised that they
would be reguested to officlally respond to the document during
the 45-day review period. The document was authorized for
release arter confirmation by each of these agencies indicating

that the document respoended to their gquestions.

on July| 2, 1987, Fairfax County was authorized to proceed with
printing, distribution and review of the document. A notice of
the availability of the document for raview was placed in the
red-rglinegiotcr on July 20, 1987.

A publiLfinzarmation meeting was held on July 18, 1987, to
provide information on the location of the project, its limits
and other physical festures in order to insure that the public
was fully informed of the project's sccpe. On August 8, 1587,
an informal workshop vas held tc discuss mitigation propesails.
Notification of this workshop was placed in the Federal
Register on July 27, 1%587.

During tha 45-day reviev pericd the National Park Service
receivad a total of 118 letters, ineluding the comments
prepared by Citizens Alliance to Save Huntley Msadows (CASH).
The CASH comments, altheugh censisting of 22 separate
documents, were included for tabulation purposes as cna
comment. Of the 118 letters received, approximately 10 paercent
‘of the commenta ware favorable to the proposal. These included
letters from the Falrfex Chankes vl Cumudlisa and Fairfax Csunty
- Park Agthority.

_Three comamunity groups (Wellingten Civie Association,
Wickrford/wellflest Citizens Asgsociation and Hayfield Farms),
consisting of approximately 1,000 residential families, took
opposing viewvpoints. The Wellington civic Association, which
is lesast affected by proximity to the park and rocad, was in
cpposition, while the Wickford/Wellfleet Association and
Hayfield Parms, which lle north of the park and in closer
- proximity to the road, wera supportive of ths proposal.

|
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ot theiapproximataly 105 individuals and organizations, the
following organizations commented in cppesition te the
proposal: ' ‘

Audubon Naturalist Society {(Central Atlantic)
Naticnal Audubon Socisty
‘Fairfax Audubon Society
o:ﬂitholoquSocioti
Ducks Unlimited (Virginia Chapter)
Defenders of Wildlife
Wwildflower Preservation Society (Potowmack Chapter)
"Sierra Club (Virginia Chapter)
Sierra Club (Mount Vernon Group)
Friends of Dyke Marsh
National wWildlife Pederation
Trout Unlimited (Virginia Couneil)
Mount Vernon Council of Citizens Associations
Horthern Virginia Soil Conaervation District
National Parks and Conservation Association
Fairfax County Park Authority
Falrfax County Chamber of Commerce
apsd

The c&mninta were tabulated by address, zip code, and nﬁbject.

There wers further categorized into four groups for analysis by

areas of concern. These four groups represented questions
directed to the Fish and Wildlife Service (environmental),

 United States Geoclogical Survey (geclogical and hydrological),

KPS Sclicitor (legal), and county (altarnatives). A total of
25 subject areas wers identified. Comments wvara alse rscaivaed
from the Environmental Protection Agency and Sell Consarvaticn
District. :

i RISCUSSION OF ALTERNATIVES

| .
In discuesing alternatives two points must be taken into
consideration.

(1)®...an EA should evaluate alternatives as required
by Section 102(3) (E) of NEPA. This sectien of NEPA
requires sgencies to study, develcop and describe ‘
‘alternatives to recommended ccurses of action 'in any
proposal wvhich invelves unrescolved conflicts concerning
altarnative uses of available rescurces'....* "

(2) "...should describe all compliance requirements
rtinent to the proposal and the alternatives being
evaluated under applicable environmental, historic
presarvation and other laws,...followed by a full range of
- reagonable altarnatives designed to resolve pertinent -
issues and reach the objective of the prcposed action....

1 NEPA Compliance Guideline, NPS-12, ch. 3, p. 2.
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uynresclivable, preventing an objective analysis of *
A A et ive of the propessd action."

- The ileuc of alternatives as it pertains to the park is not,'
‘therefgre, a discussion of tha county's transportation needsa

DEFPT. OF TRANSPORT. FRGE
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The alternative cf no-action, cor continuing the status guo,
must always be svaluated im the EIS.... The no-actien
alternative provides a basis for comparing....% ?

i

§ince 1982 the county has studied five primary alternative
alignment corridors and several combinations of these alignment.
corriders. Four of thess were studied in the 1983 Envirommental
Assessment and the f£ifth cne in the Supplemental Environmental

Assesszent. The extension of lockheed Boulevard and Van Dorn

‘Btreet has been on the county's master plan since 1975. The

basis of these studies has been to provide an alignment
corridor in confermance with highway selection guidelines. “ In
applying this criteria, the selection process has consistently
favored an alignment through Huntley Meadows Park.

The 1983 Envircnmental Assessuent noted that the Huntlay
Meadows Park Plan adopted in 1978 recognized the extension of
Lockheed Boulevard as shown on the 1377 County Comprehansive
Plan. Both of these plans were approved aftar the acquigition
of the park by the cocunty and are incensistent with the
purposes for which tha county accapted the land in 1975.

This has consistently led to cenflict that to date has baan
the _full

and alternative means to accomplishing ita transportaticn
objectives. The isaue of alternatives concerns directly the
medification of use of an available rescurce and whether such
an alternative use of the rasource can be implemented and the
pertinent issués resclved.

'Huntlnf Meadows Park has & unigue standing in that a

determination favoring reuse can cnly be made if the requested

‘area "ro longer serves the purpese for which it wvas
transferred, or that such release, conveyance, or quitclaim

‘“:Rzni-chpliancn cuideline, NP5-12, ch., 4, p. 1, 2
 (Prtpa:ation of Environmental Impact Statenents).

“ Lockheed Boulevard Connector Road Environmental
Assessnent, March 1583, p. 3.

* NEPA Compliance Guideline, NPS-12, ch. 4, P. 1,
(Preparation of Enviraormental Impact statenents) .
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deeaed will not prevent accomplishpent of the purposa for which
such property was tranaferred.® .

In this determination the envircnmental evaluation process by

the National Park Service must primarily consider the izpacts

of the alternative use on the rescurce, and not vhether

construction of a road through the park provides the best means
of accénplishing the stated purpcses of the project.

1In addition, because of the extansive vetlands and fleodplains
involved, the evaluation must insure ceupliance with Exscutive
Order 11990 and Executive Order 11988 which govern the use of
vetlands and floodplains. The jurisdictional raquirements of
the,CO#pa of Engineers and Environmental Protection Agency ars
of paramount consideration. :

In reviewing the regulations for implementing the procedural
provisions of the NEPA, 40 CFR 1500-1308, saction 1508.20
cpecifies that the requirements for mitigation of the impacts
of an alternative, which is especially applicable td wetlands,
are to be evaluated based on an order of avoidance, o
sinimization, rectification, reduction and cempensation.
consequently, a determination can be made to sglact an

- mlternative which does not completely meet the chjectives of
the project but results in the lsast impact to the environmant.

AEFECTED ENVIRONMENT
This sectien "should describe the environmental values that may
or will be affected by the proposed action...or areas vwhere the

consequences of tha proposed action or alternatives are
potonﬁially controversial or sensitive.” ¥ :

The park is a major wetland. Therefore, the values that ara
affected relate directly to the flora, fauna and ececlegical
values of a wvetiand. The controversy or sensitivity invelving
these values stesa from the need to understand the park's wvataer
budget and its relationship tn the prodnctivity and maintananca
_ of its ecolegical values in an unimpaired stata. In this regard
Huntley Mcadows Park ic an unknown resource. .

Ths envigpsrmantnl gtudicd, roports and evaluatione propsrod on
Lockheed Boulsvard since 1983 support this cenclusion. The
1$83 Environmental Assessment did not provide for data

* Assistant Solicitor's Opinien, National Capital Parks,
February 2, 1987. . '

7 NEPA Compliance Guideline, WPS-12, ch. 4, P. 3.
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collection. Howsver, studies were undartaken to establish a
baseline of information for comparison and evaluation,
Reference is made to previcus studies “ as informatiocnal
references. The Envircnmental Assessment dcas make
recocmmendations for nighvay design and suggesticns for
develcping a botanical survey and faunal survey for an area
within %60 feet of the centarline (due %0 identified noise
impacta), but they were never impiementad. Additional neasuyes
for inclusion in the project vere identified to be established
where possible. They included a monitoring program fer agquatic
ecosystans.
|

A byurchoqical study prepared in 1983 by Cawy Diwsnel § Mckes
(CDM) addressed the hydrological impacts of the road and
cencluded that ® “the Connector Ruad will have littles impact
.on tha [curface wates conditions of tha Park_... Tha ultimate
land use is shown to have a more significant impact on flewvs
entnriqg the Park. Peak discharges are found to vary by almost
40 perjcnt.' ' _

The study prepared by GKY and Associates in 1985 for the NFPS
vhich was "to previde an independent review and evaluation of
the enVironmental and hydrological issues” reinforced this
conclusion. : _

Tne study concluded that "the CDM report correctly assessed the
minimal impact of the connector... and the much more
 significant impact, past and future, of the suburbkan
dnvelo‘nont on the ttaeper upslope areas to the
north.,.."

BothAol these studies wers designed to evaluata hfdrological
and geclogical factors such as stormwater runof?, sediment and
 pollution loadings. The studies were not designed to considar

* parsons, Brinkerhoff, Quade and Douglas,
Dogue-Little Bunting-Belle Haven Environmental
Baseline Evaluation, October 1976.

. " Recommendation included as commitments in Supplemental

Environmental Assessment.

® pechnical Evaluation for Hydrological Impact Analysis,
Lockheed Boulevard-south Van Dorn Street Connector
Road, camp Dressser & McKee. '

" puview and Evaluate the LIS Issues of tha Iroposcd
Connector Road: lLockheed Blvd.- South van Dorn Street,
‘Prinal Repert, Novcmber ;ons. .

10
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effects on wilqli:g. vegetation and amatir resourcoec, noxr to
assess the impacts of changes in the water regise on tho park,
or t¢ establish a major database for the park.

Tha comments provided by the USGS on tha GKY study did advise
that further geclogic and hydrolegic analysis of the complex
vater sources which feed the wetlands of the park was needed

-and reccmmended additional mitigation »easures in the svent

that ths road should be built. This study vas evaluated as
part of the decisicn to rescind the FONSI in 1987,

The Supplemantal Environmental Assessment which wvas completed
in 1988 was intended to address the five major ilasues provided
to the county by Assistant Secretary Horn and includad an
analysis of the wvater budget of the park, hydrological and -
geclogical issues, wetlands, cumulative impacts from private
davelopment nerth of the park, altearnative alignncnts and the

significance of the park as a resource.

The finﬂinqs coricluded that:

1. The main socurce of water to the park was quick flow ,
‘{ralnwatcr) and basza flow (annual- -traan flow).

. 2. Suh:urfacu flow was not a majer contrzbutor te tht park'

- water budget. _

3. The|cumulativa impacts from privata develcpment to the
- no (East Barnyard Run) constituted greater impacts in
stormwater flowo and pslluticn loaaiug- lv Lhe parkx than
thei road.

4. Thc[original concepts for the road as deternined by the

: eounty*s transportaticn needs wcre valid.

5. Thcfpropo-.d mitigation for the creation of wetponds and
the construction of the parallel ditches to intercaept
- runof? from the rovad and private developrmaent ars adequate
to protect the park's wetlands. The park provides a vital
i1 betwean Fort Belvoir and Mason nack in the management
~of migratory species.

€. The extcnaiv. inland freshvater wetlands are valued for
their contribution toward improving water quality, and the
park represents a natural island within a suburban arsa.

7; The! park offers a diverse variety of flora and fauna, with
nan having local significancae. ;

A separate study not directly reslated to th- Connector nnad

but directly related to tha park, was prepared for Pairfax
County |in 1986, sinca it was based on the Woodstens and
. o .

u

e T[T s prem e e e ER i nies i i v rm e e p g




18/32/20@3 14:55 7033241458 DEPT. GF TRANSPORT. PAGE 18

i

Kingstiowns developments north and northwest ¢f the park and
ralates directly to the qQuestion of cunmulative impacts.

This study "was to analyze both the short- and long-tarm
impacts of stormwater and subsequent silt intrusion on the
park'ﬁ‘important natural resanmirces.;  to detarming whethas
significant damage had been dona to the park..., to determine
what steps could be taken to allow develeopment to continue
while minimizing both shert-term (canstruction-ralatcd; and
long-ters (urbanization-related) impacts toc the park."

The study was predicated on a major storm event which occurred
- in August 1986 and contributed heavy sediment loadings to the
. park. | Sediment analysis vas done primarily by visual
observations and seclected vater guality sapplaa at six sites te
- determine nutrient impacts. The document stated that "thara
was no existing information about sediment levels.” @

The findings wvere general in nature, referencing _
recommendations for public awareness and monitoring programs,
ruquirpnonts for the dsveloper, and damage estimates. :

The Corps of Engineers in June 1989 halted work on the last
remaining section of tha Lockheed Boulevard Connector from
Telegraph Road to Van Dorn Street, based on impacts to wetlands
‘along Dogue Creek immediately north of Huntley Meadows Park.
This section of the road is now under separate review by the

- Corps ©of Engineers. The commente provided by tha Pish and
Wildlife Service specifically reference the cumulative impacts
of the project on the Huntley Meadows Park. *

. | o .

During the 45-day review peried the Naticnal Park Service
received approximately 1,000 comments frem individuals,
‘orgamizaeisns, Padecal aud State agencies. ‘The commaents wars
‘unitorgly'ditcctad to Fairfax County, United States Pish and
Wildlife Service, United Statas Geoclogical Survey and the

Assisthnt sglicitor for National Capital Parks. Of the total

{

Piﬁal'nhvironnéntal Assessment, Huntley Neadows Park,
Dacexber 1986,

® inia,
¥ Letter of July 11, 1989, from the U.S. Pish and

Wildlife Services.

12
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nunber of comments received, 25 subgroups vere established to
cat.qor%ze and address the coaments.

| .
Of these 25 subgroups the emphagis of many of the comments
focused |on six major areas of concern.

1. Noide impacts on the park's environment;

2. Impacts from comstruction and oparation of the roads;
'3, Pollution impacts to the wildlife and vetlands;

4. Monitoring and data collectien requiremente:

5. Replacement lands; and

€. watT: budget.

The undsrlying concern of the comments wvas that there is a lack
of adequats data to assess impacts on the park environment.
Comments focused on the county's demonstrated inability
(Kingstiowne and Woodstone) to adeguately contrel construction
sediment within the watershed and protect the park from damage,
and the lack of any commitment and followthrough by the county
to establish an adequate database on the parks ecclegy for
analysis. :

This pgint is further emphasized in the comments regarding the
long~term requiregents for paintenance, monitoring and
evaluagion that would be necessitated to insure the continual
functioning of the roadside ditches and the nevly established
vetponds after completion of the road. In this regard an
adequate database is essential. Ancther major concern was the
inability of the county to idantify and acquirs raplacement
jands to offset the impact of conatruction and loss of
parklal:ndl ‘ : :

REVIEW QF THE ISSUES
Tho'ro$d is prcposed to be located at the northern axtrsmity of
the park and will segment the portioen of the park abutting

Telegraph Road totaling approximately 111 acres or 8.8 percent
of the| park.

a revipw of aveilable documentation indicatas that urban
development is playing a major role in sxerting a strong
negatiE: influence on the park environment, its vildlife ana
water budget by incressing ippervicus areas, concentrating
pollutants, stormvater runoff and sediment lcadings in the
vaterghed. This infiuence has not been abated. In most
instances reliance has been placed on educaticnal prograns, and
ag indicated in the 1986 assesEment of the August stora event
frem the Kingstcwne developmeant, to £ind a means to allev
_development to continus. ' '

cans.&uently,.thi northern pertion of the park bscomes critical
to the protaection of water flows into the primary wetland areas

13
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‘The proposed hitiqaticn package will net adcquatcly nitiqato

and serves as an iipcrtant byffer for the wetlanda and park
 nabitat providing for the initial collection and tiltaring of

sedimants and poliutants entering the park.

The additicn of increased impervious areas within the park and
the elimination of nerthern wetland areas will tend to

exacerbste this situation by reduction and alterations of the

‘buffar qtlands.

Even th ugh the development of the proposed wetponds could

provide a high degree of protection to the wetlands within the
park, e proposed mitigation would also have to take into
account the cumulative impacts of this preject and expand
concid.;ablx upen its scope to include the Dogue Creak
watershed. :

the potential impacts from the stated purposes of the road
improvements. '

,_A'criti al factor in establishing an adequate mitigation

prqposa& is the degrees of accuracy and reliability of the
database and the long-term commitment to the collection of data

 'and ponitoring of the watershed to inaure optimum pazfor-ancc

and maintenance of the mitigation.

":hegiﬁi_ial Environmental Assessment prepared in 1583 suqqllte§
~ that a potanical.and faunal survcz be conducted to assess noise

impacts for special interest speciss. In addition, thers vere
recemmendations for data collectionm, nonitoring and regulation
enforcement. Inmplementatien of these reccmmendations by the
county ceuld have been the basis of establishing an adequate
database for future mitigatien propesals. '

Hewevag, since 1983 no commitment has been made regarding the
inplementation of a data collection plan to establizh a

' database for the park of a long-term monitering program to
understand, evaluate and take corrective measures to protect
.the park's resources. In addition, the county has not taken

any nqi-urts to identify the necessary 55 acres of replacament
wetlands required to implement the recommended mitigation plan

or undertake the reguested surveys to identify wildlife values

wvithin the alignment corridor.

' Without adequate information on the park's vildlife and wetland

Tesources, there is no reliable method to insure the proper

% tetter of January 25, 1588, from United States
Geoclogical Burvay. _

14
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construction and long~term monitering of aﬁy-nevly eatablished
watponds or insurs that the replacement acreage would be
suitable focr inclusion into the park.

‘Based on the assessed cumulative impacts of the propesal, the
develcpment of a reliable database and long-tarm cocmmitment to
pitigation is essential to correct deficiencies within the
mitigation plan, continue the collection of data and moniter
the mitigation plan ts protect the park envircnment from the
cunulatgfo ippacts of the preoject. Since 15883 these basioc
issues have remained unresclved, ' '

W#ithin this secticn "the evaluation should include direct,
indirect, and cumulative environmental effects; and should
provide conclusions on impacts and the basis for those
conclusions.” -

pirect impacts are amsocisted with actual constructlon of: the.
project| The majer types of impacts that will occur are ;

(1) loss of vegetation, (2) loss of habitat, (3) diaruption of . -
nabitat, (4) alteration and disrupticn of water flows,

adation of wvater flows, and (6) increased noise.

L impacts are associcate with impacts resulting after
completion of the project. The types of izmpacts that may occur
are the| induced effacts the project has on development, growth,
land use patterns and the effect on the park's ecosysten.

Cunulntch ﬁnpacts are the impacts on the enviranment from the
incremantal effects of a project added toc othar past, presant
and fo:r;geahlo future actions. :

In thia respect the project will inveolve the direct loss and
impact to approximately 20 acres of parkiand for highway
const tion, the reconstruction and replacement of
_ ‘apg{oxi ately 11 acres of forestad vetlands with emergent
. We as. .

The in 1r.=£ and cumulative impacts from the projdct result
. from the buildout of East Barnyard Run and the Dogue Creek
watershed vhich includes: ' |

1. The eastoin portiocn of the Kingstowne dovolopnont,,
comprising an area of approximately 320 of the 475 acres

NEPA Compliance Guideline, NP§-12, ch, 4, p. 4.
| | B 15°
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that drain inte Dogue Creek and Huntley Msadows Park which

are net tributary to the proposed Kingstowne lake.

The| portion of lLockheed Boulevard from Telegraph Road to

Van Dorn Street and the associated changes to the land use
Patterns from development, traffic and increases in
impszvious areas resulting from the rgad, ® ® )

.Th-‘pruposed projcct mitigation plan for the portion of the

park directly affected by the construction of the road
inciudes: |

1. ‘Th.irapiacanent acreage identified in the 1983

Envirenmental Assessment and replacement of forested

 wetlands disturbed by construction of the road and

dov*lcpncnt of the emergent wetlands.

Baaéd on a projected use of approximataly 20 acres of
parkland, the county is required to purchase 55 acres of

‘replacement land as follovs.

A. 20 acres of project area equal 13 acres of wetland

. pcreage at a 2:1 ratio (26 acres), 7 acres of non-
etland at a 1:1 ratie (7 acrea), plus 11 acres for
pond development (mitigation) at a 2:1 ratio (22 acres)
for a total of 55 acres.

the 1985 quidelines.
- 3 -
b, tghc recommendations and requirements of the National

. Park Service regarding replacement acreage are that
-they must be contigucus and functional to the park.

C. %he rYeplacaement acreage must be approved by the Pairfax

“County Park Authority.

d. The replacement plan fer the ioss of wetlands must be

pproved by the Pish and Wildlife Serv;ca, which

- . : ,
” Pinal Environmental Assesspent, Huntley Meadcows Park,

Dacamber 1986.

» tter of January 2S5, 1988, from U.S. Goologicil
Survey.

® Letter of November 11, 1989, from U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service. _
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priesantly requires the development of forested wstlands
from nenforastad wetlands, Projected cost for
conversien net including acguisitien, could approach
S#,DOO te $10,000 per acre based en discussions with
tﬁ. rish and Wildlife Services.

The renaﬂnihq mitigation items include:
|

2. -Trafzhc control signal at the park entrance?
3. Bridge over Dogue creek to allcow for passage of wildlife;
4., Paveing of bike path; ' '

s. Deer [fencing as required:

6. Access to the maintenance yard;

7. Monitior sedimentation and erosicn control measures during

- constructlon:-

8. Consideration to mitigate impacts to the aquatic systea;

9. cOnnitmont to the protection of the park's plant and animal
112. l‘r ’ . . .

10. Landscape plan utilizing indigenous cpecies; and :

11. Reevaluate neise control measures identified in the 1583

: Environmental Assesszent. -

Based onéths‘identitiable impacts of the project within th.“; 
park and the cumulative impactsa wvhich are associated with the '

_ completed section of the road to Van Dorn Street and the

associsted buildout of the surrounding proparties, the

. development of the four ponds totalling approximately 11 ;cres!\

provides the only directly ralated mitlgation proposal to

- . protect hhe park resources. The remaining items of mitigation

are inconseguential to protecting the park rescurces. o

Properly developed, the proposed construction of wetponds can
form the core of an excellent zethod of mitigation to protect
the park rescurces from increased siltation and stormwater
suncff. Extenaive consideration and evalustion must be given
as to whether such a mitigation proposal should ke sstablished
within the boundary or cutside the boundary of the park.

In either case, to properly establish such a peasure of
pitigation, a compitment of rescurces has to be madae. This
would réquire establishing a comprehensive data bhase on which'
to base evaluation of the wetlands resources; potential land
acquisition: a monitoring program to svaluate the existing park
resources prior to, during, and after the placement of the
wetponds: and a permanent funding commitment toc insure the .
functioning of the wstponds and protection of the park. The
establishment of wetlands is not a proven science but rather an -
axt which requires extensive planning and understanding of the
. ] : : .

!
® supplemental Environmental Assessment, chapter VIII.

17
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rescurces being protected prier to jpplepentation along with a
leng=-term qenni:mcnt to the protection of tha rssources.

The prcpardtion-of the Supplemental Envirenmental Assessnent
vas coordinated bY the National Park gservice and Fairfax county
with tha United States ceological Survey, United States Fish
and Wildlife Ssrvice, Environmental pProtection Agency, goil

- ‘ccnscrvatipn‘nistrict and Pairfax county Park Authority.

- pairfax County coordinatien included county offices and
 preliminar consultation with the United States Corps ot
Engineers and virginia State Water fescurces Board for section
. 404 por:it'compliance. Coordination with majer organizations

nas been previously identified in thia docunent.

‘ |. _

. A notics of the availapility of the document was placed in the
federal Register on July 20, 1587. An informational neeting
vas held on July 18, 1987, to provide infermation on the

- location of the projeck, its 1imits and cther physical

’ faatures, and to insure that the public was #ully informed of
the projsct's scopa. on August &, 1987, an informal werkshep
Jas held

 workshop was placed in the Fedaral Register on July 27, 1987.

‘f .
A reviev of the intormation and supporting decumentation

presented indicates thst the approval and subseguent cenversion.

by Fairfax county af a portion of Huntlsy Meadows Park for

_t¢ranspeortatien purposes will prevent accomplishnent of the

purpose for which such property vas transferred, and that such

conveyance is {nconsistent with the pest public interest and

the purposes for which the land was deeded to Fairfax County.
B e

The area under consideration centinues to sarve A function

_ vital to the purposa for which Runtley Meadows Park was

transferred to the county and that the prsparation of an

Environzmental Impact gtatenent (EIS) would not serve to provide

a resclution to the pertinent issues and reach the objective of
the proposed acticn which is to puild a road through Buntley
Meadows ark. ‘ .

. Buntley eadovs Park is the jast large freghwater nontidsl ,
wvetlands in northern virginia, congrisinq almost 7% parcent of
the total park of 1,200 acres. This area has remained cpen and

: undevelTpcd since the early colonial perioed.

In 1974 the paTrk land was transferrnd'ta ?lirfaxréounty under
the Legacy o2 Parks program. . 1t is the largesat park in rairfax
County, and in 1582 the park was deaignated by the county as a

nanaged conservaticn area. The park is operated by the Pairfax

18
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County Park Authority, whose stated cbjective is "to preserve
[the park) foraver in a natural state for hiking, piking,

- wildlife,[ relaxing and discovery.® Today, this vetland serves
a8 a quiet casis in the middle cof a heavily developed
matropolitan landscape, providing sustenance for both wildlite

and man., i

The park $nd its 800 acres of vetlands is situated at the

cenfluence of two watersheds, Dogue Cresak and Barnyard Run,

vhich flows into Dogue Creek. The watersheds are virtually

intact below the park for an additional 2 miles to the Potomac

- River, The majority of the lowar reach of the vatershed is in
. the public domain. 1In 1989, 300 acres of the vatershed undar
‘the jurisdiction of Fort Belvoir wvers declared an environmaental
protection area in honor of Jackson Abbott. Huntley Meadows
Park protects the watershed by controlling stormwater and

- floeding, maintaining the downstream watar quality, and

; reducing sedimentation in the lower reaches of the watarshed

¢ . and the P tomac River,

- Like Evergladas Nationel Park, Huntley Meadows is threatened by
- upatream development. Until the development of the upper

. ‘watershed, the park was reasonably stabla, but is now showing
2igns of stress from privats development and increased
pollution.. The greatest impact nev baing exerted on the park
is from the Kingstownae subdivision at the headvaters of Dogue
Creak, in association with the completed section of the
-Lockheed Boulevard Connector to Van Dern Street.

-8tudies prepared since 1983 by the county project an increase
in storpwater and pollutants of approximately 40 percent,
necessitating that the panagement and long~-tarm productivity of

. the park take into account the influences of private
development rorth of the park by increasing contrel of
stormwater drainage entering Huntley Meadows frem the Dogque
Creek and Barnyard Run watarsheds. Unless the county
 implements a stormwater management plan, the wetlands in the

- Park and downstrean are threatened by these private
developments.

Based on the studies which vere conducted during the
Envirconmental Assessment, the loss of 11 acres of exiating
forestad wetland inside the park to the development of watponds
is considered unacceptable. Protection of the park's foraested
watlands is so impertant tc the wvatershed that the
implementation of the propesed wetponds, which vere designed to
protect the park from cumulative development upstrean, pust be
placed outside the park te intercept the flows before they
reach Huntlay Meadows. .

Tha r.placl ent of thq 31 acres of forested wetland required by
the proposed road at a 2:1 ratie requires the acquisition of
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Ne

lands" meeting these requirements have bean identified by the

Furthey, the county would hava %o Creats forested wvetlands eon

- the replacement lands.

According to EPA, forested wetlands

constitute the nost difficult type of wetlands to construct,

with the highest failure rate as wvell.

Becausae of the inherant

difficulty of creating nev vetlands, any replacement plan would

requir
- for B

progred

The pa
natur

leng-term nonitoring, with adequate funding to allow
ifications to be made as the replacement program
ses.

X provides one of the few repaining examples of a
vetlands environmental study and educational area in

close proximity to the Washingten metropelitan area that hll
not undcrgcnc a major change.

It is homo to a minigum of 47 3paci.3 of birds and wildlife

‘which havae been listed as rare to Virginia.
speciaes are known to breed in the park.

Seven of thesa
It provides refuge for

the only kncwn breeding pair of king rails, and habitat to the
: f:eahvdter ctter and beaver, while serving ams one of tha four

most valuable arsas for ornithology in Washingtoen.

Pr.sen
nesti
- ducks 1
establ i
TAte ©

progra

The par
role in

Situated.

above the Mason Neck Wildlife Refuge, a major naesting area %o
the Lnd:ican bald eagle, it buffers the refuga and provides
:flyover areas for the bald eagle and peregrine falcon. The
area is also an over=wintering ground for the trumpeter swan
that is presently belng reintroduced by the Canadian government
along the neorthern flyway. Originally, the trumpeter swan
ranqod exteansively along the Chesapeake Bay.

ly, the park provides cne of the few study areas for thu
; breeding and reestablishment of song birds and wood

n the northern Virginia area. The research area vas
shed in 1982, and by 1985 had demenstratad a success
betwesn 50 and 70 percent in breeding. In 1986, the
wag wypanded with the full cocperation of the Unitnd
Coast Guard. :

kX {s deminatad by beavers, which play a major ecclogical
the protection and evolution of the vetlands by

alloving for the astablishment of wildlife and food sources for
the higher forms of predatory birds and aninalo.

To buil

d the proposed rcvad through the park parpondicular to

."the ground and surface vatar supply presents too high a risk,

since {
impace

t would be irrsversible. 1Its potantial. te adversaly
this ecosystem through altermation of water flow and the

intreduction of pollutants and sediments is cbvious and

teéchnel
could -

ogically unmitigatable. Although additional studiaes
)& conductsd, they could vell rasult in more costly
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,nenturcb.whiéh uttnnﬁt To protect the park but offer no
guarantees; the potential for fajlure remains toe high to risgk
tha,1r:+vcrsible-dostruction of the park.

- While tﬁe preservation of tha natural ecosystea within Huntley
~ Meadows |Fark is an important objective, the issue should not be
oversinplified into one of preserving the park for beavers as

opposed to building a rcad for pecples.

The reaw value of the park teo the human community lies in the

- use ef the wetlauds as an educational and revitalizi
cxpc:idgce for all age groups. Preserving the ecological

- values of the park =0 that paecple can gain a batter

understanding and appreciaticn of the complex rols thay play in

. the natural world is critical to the presarvation of the
guality eof their neighborhoocds and, ultimately, to the
Tivabiljty of taic planet.

- The natural processes at work within thig wetland form an ideal

classroom to snlighten both children and adults to the subtle '
- baeauty and delicats balance of nature and its immeasurable

.value t¢ man's quality of 1ife. This quality of 1ife can only |

be maintained if, through understanding, man is willing to

beccme the guardian of his environment. = |

There nly,well_bn transportation alternatives available to the
county, through improvements of tha existing transportation
netwerk, that can provide for the accomplishment of the
transportation cbjectives without degradation of Huntley -
Meadows Park. The county should undertake an cbjective
analysis of widening the existing roads or creating new
alignneﬁgn that will not impact Huntley Meadows or its
watarsh L

RECISION

Basad upon the cited referenced information, supporting
-docunmentation and the rationale of the finding abova, I find
that there is sufficient documentation to conclude that the
cumulative impacts of the proposed highway and associatsd
developmant eithar completed or approved and that the
conversion by Pairfax County of a portion of Huntlay Meadows
Park for transportation purposes will prevent accomplishment of
“the purpose for vhich Runtlay Meadows Park was transferrad to
the county; and '

_ ‘ﬁhat sQ h-ceﬁvcrsien is inconsistent with the purpcses tdr
"which the land was deeded to Fairfax County, i.e., public park
or public recreation purposes; and - S

S that this:p:ojoct is committing the Department of the Interior ,
“ . to an actien which is highly controversial and that sufficient
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o Lnfornatibn is presently available to determine that tha area
' under considaration continues to serve a vital function teo the
purpesa for which Huntley Meadowe Park was transferred to the
county; and '

that the potential impacta to the park resources from the
proposal Ert potentially unmitigatable or impose such a high
risk on the unique values of Huntley Meadows Park that it is
pors important to protect the wvetlands for their ecological
values rather than to risk an irreplaceabls resource to
potentially irreparable dasage based on & complex of unproven
and insupportable mitigation proposals developed with
incomplete and inadequate data; and :

that the chptraticn of an EIS would not sarve to provida a
resolution to the pertinent issuas and reach the objective of
the proposed actioen.

Therafore, pursuant te sections 203(k)(2) and 203(k){4) of the
Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949
(40 U.8.C. 484(k) (2) and (4)),it is determined that the release
‘of a portion of Huntley Meadows Park for transportation _
. purposes wWill prevent accozplishment of the purposes for wvhich
the property was transferred to the county; therasfors, such
release is denied.

r%—l—-d ‘ - /\/m__.,uz/,l[?d

PirectdY, National Capital Regicn Date
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M eetings, Dates, and L ocations:

March 25, 2003
PROJECT PLANNING MEETING
[0 A= T= LYo L G 7 NPT 3

May 1, 2003
STAKEHOLDER KICKOFF MEETING
VDOT Springfield Interchange Office, COMMEICE SIFEEL..........c.eoiviriieiieieee e 10

May 27, 2003
TRANSPORTATION RESOLUTION TEAM (TRT) MEETING
VDOT Springfield Interchange Office, COMMEICE SIrEEL........ccceie e 15

June 24, 2003
STAKEHOLDER MEETING
VDOT Springfield Interchange Office, COMMEICE SIFEEL..........c.eoieiriiiiieieeeeee e 24

July 29, 2003
STAKEHOLDER MEETING
o = T= AV o T G NPT 43

August 26, 3003
STAKEHOLDER MEETING
o = T= VLo T Y NPT 54

September 16, 2003
TRANSPORTATION RESOLUTION TEAM (TRT) MEETING

o = T= VLo T Y A TR 71
September 16, 2003

“POST” TRT ROAD STUDY SUB MEETING—WOODLAWN WORKING GROUP

o = T= VLol Y NPT 92

Fairfax County, Virginia D-2 November 2003
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March 25, 2003
PROJECT PLANNING MEETING
Fort Belvoir, VA

MEETING MINUTES

Subject:

Attendees:

Implementation Strategy Meeting for the Preliminary Feasibility Study of the Richmond

Highway and Telegraph Road Connector

Frank Bizzoco, CENAB/DCEETA
Karlene Bodner, HQUSACE

Dick Chandler, D/CEETA

Peter Cline, Mil Traffic Mngt and Trans Eng Agency
Maury Cralle, FB Dir of Housing
Sean Donahoe, Tetra Tech

David Ghiglio, FB DPW& L

Susie Gillett, FB OSJA

Chris Guidi, Clark Pinnacle RCI
David Hand, USACE, Baltimore
Jim Jones, USACE, Baltimore
Bill Johnson, OACSIM

Michagl Johnson, CENAD

Tom Magness, Tetra Tech

Lee Marshall, DGC Belvoir

Tom Marty, FB IG

Steve Mason, NERO

Patrick McLaughlin, FB Envir & Nat Resources

Fairfax County, Virginia D-3

November 2003
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David Murr, CENAD

Paul Nigara (LTC), PMO

Randy Rivinus, CMH

Sonali Soneji, PBS&J

LTC Kevin Tate, FB DPW& L
Sandi Thomason, DPOS Belvoir
Andrea Waker, USACE, Baltimore

John Wright, TransCore
Minutes:

A meeting was held at Fort Belvoir, Virginia, on March 25, 2003, to discuss the implementation strategy
for a Preliminary Feasibility Study of a Richmond Highway and Telegraph Road connector. Meeting
attendees are listed above. LTC Kevin Tate opened the meeting with an overview of the road closure
issue and introduced Mr. David Hand, USACE, Baltimore District as the Project Manager for the
Richmond Highway and Telegraph Road Connector Study (referred to as the “road study” in these
meeting minutes). Materials circulated by Mr. Hand at the meeting included an agenda, Fiscal Year 2003
(FY03) schedule for the Phase 1 study, a 4page project overview, and maps of the project area. Key
discussion points, agreements, and action items from the meeting are summarized below. These

discussion points and agreements are organized in accordance with the meeting agenda.

1. Define Project, Goals, and Objectives

a Study was commissioned by Congress to investigate various roadway aignments (or other
aternatives) in order to provide an alternative to Beulah and Woodlawn Roads at Fort
Belvoir, Virginia, which were closed as a force protection measure. Fort Belvoir had
provided easements to the State of Virginia to construct these roads as connectors between
Telegraph Road and U.S. Route 1. As a result of the road closures, Congress requested a

study be done to identify a compensation package for the withdrawl of these roads.

b. The concerns of all interested parties would be solicited through the preliminary phase of the
project. No preconceived outcomes to the study would be made. Public workshops would be
held to relay information, as well as to gather information for the road study and viable

aternatives.
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c. At thispoint, adecision has not been made that thisis a* project” that will move forward and
be designed and constructed. Rather, this decision will made at a later date following
completion of Phase 1 of the project. A potential proponent would be identified by the
stakeholders at that point and appropriate National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

analysis undertaken.

d. The study should evaluate all reasonable road aternatives (on- and off-post routes, a
combination of on- and off-post routes, and other compensation mechanisms such as the

upgrading of existing area roads).

2. Project Scope

a. Phase 1 of the project would cover identification of preliminary alternatives, macro-level

costing (front page 1391), preliminary analysis of alternatives, and public workshops.

b. The point was made that the $5 million project ceiling could likely cover Phase 1, NEPA
analysis and documentation, and conceptual design of the selected alternative through 5 to 10
percent design. The initial funding of this effort would cover Phase 1, while subsequent

phases would address NEPA and conceptual design issues.

c. The project would include identification of areas outside the boundaries of Fort Belvoir. The
alternatives should not be restricted to government land. It was recognized that if the project
is off government land, then the proponency would fall to another agency (e.g., Virginia
Department of Transportation [VDOT]).

d. Option 1, extension of Old Mill Road, should be evaluated per Congressional mandate.
Option 1 may include a boundary road along Fort Belvoir that does not necessarily bisect Fort
Belvoir. One approach that was discussed would be to have an Option 1A and 1B. Option
1A would involve extension of Old Mill Road through Fort Belvoir (resulting in bisection of
the land) and Option 1B would run along the boundary that starts at the end of Old Mill Road
(thereby, not hisecting Fort Belvoir land). Option 1 may also evaluate a broader range of
corridors that bisect the installation, generally from the end of Old Mill Road.

e. Options2 and 3 (i.e., reopening of Beulah Road and Woodlawn Road) would not appear to be
viable aternatives given the continued security situation and the results of past studies.
Nevertheless, these alternatives would be evaluated, and if during the course of the study it is

determined that these options are infeasible, even with modification, the study will document
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these findings. Validation of this requirement to continue the closing of these roads should
be included. It was aso pointed out that the congressional mandate did not require a
reevaluation of opening these roads. Past studies and validations need to be captured as part
of this study. Thus, a more detailed analysis of Options 2 and 3 does not appear to be
required.

A traffic study was done by Dewberry & Davis to evauate alternatives on the North Post.
Various corridor hardening options were evaluated in the North Post Transportation Study

and costs were prepared.

Improvement of roads off-post should be looked at as an alternative (e.g., widening of
Telegraph Road).

The study should consider long-term development around Fort Belvoir and other

transportation plang/projects that are being developed for the area.

The point was raised that the legislative record indicates that since the roads were withdrawn,
there should be compensation to the private sector and that this compensation may be made in
many forms (e.g., construction of an alternative road [either on-post, off-post, or a

combination route] or general monetary compensation to improve other roads).

3. ID Project Participants

a. Potential stakeholderswould include VDOT, Arlington County, Fairfax County, certain small

b.

local advocacy groups (e.g., Ladies of Mount Vernon), Transportation Resolution Team
(TRT) working group (established after 9/11), Installation Management Agency/Northeast
Regional Office (IMA/NERO), Intelligence and Security Command (INSCOM), Defense
Threat Reduction Agency, and Defense Logistics Agency (DLA).

A meeting would be held with Fairfax County and VDOT representatives prior to the first
public meeting. It may be appropriate to add them as cooperating agencies during the NEPA

process.

It was discussed that the TRT working group should be included as part of the study effort
given the committees mandate to assess 9/11 issues. The TRT may be the forum to reach

certain groups as part of the public involvement process.
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Organizationa issues were discussed. IMA DA is the client on the project, with support
provided through NERO. The Baltimore District (Dave Hand) isthe lead for the study. Tetra
Tech has been selected as the lead AE firm to support the Baltimore District via a task order
under the company’ s IDQ contract with the District.

PBS& Jwas awarded the contract for updating the Master Plan.

TransCore has been conducting extensive traffic studies on Fort Belvoir in support of the
Master Plan and other studies.

Tetra Tech was awarded the task order for conducting the Master Plan Environmental |mpact
Statement (EIS).

A communication strategy would be mapped out for the project.

There would need to be recognized links between the Master Plan EIS public involvement
process and the road study public meetings. Although, it was decided that it would be best
not to combine the meetings given that the road study is not an “official project,” as yet.

Congressional staff briefings should be done throughout the process, with a near term
briefing perhaps at the end of April 2004. It was discussed that developing a road
map/timeline for the project would be an important early step in the process. Such a road
map should show key briefing milestones. It was pointed out that providing alternatives too
early in the process may adversely effect the benefits gained through the public involvement
process and stakeholder involvement. The point was also raised that it may be appropriate to

discuss options rather than specific alternatives.

4. Schedule

a A schedule for the Preliminary Feasibility Study (Phase 1) is attached. Phase 1 will be

b.

completed in an 8 to 9-month time period.

A schedule for all phases of the entire Feasibility Study should be prepared in order that it can
be compared and coordinated with other ongoing programs on the installation such as the
Residential Communities Initiative (RCI) program and Master Plan/EIS. The point was
raised that alternatives considered in the road study, such as the extension of Old Mill Road,
could affect land management decisions such as the possible expansion of housing north of
Old Mill Road (e.g., 1,000 additional units).
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c. Aninitial workshop would be held in late May early June 2003. Another workshop would be
held in early October 2003. A meeting will be held with some stakeholders (e.g., VDOT,
Fairfax County) prior to the first public meeting.

d. I1PRs would be held with the stakeholders and Congressional staffers, as appropriate. The
IPRs will be included in the schedule.

e. The point was raised that January 2005 may be a good goal for completion of the study in

order to provide a number for the FY 06 budget submission.

5. Action Items

a Bill Johnson was to discuss/confirm with Joe Whitacre expectations for a near-term
Congressional briefing on the project (end of April) and the results discussed with Dave Hand

and appropriate channels at the Baltimore District.

b. Inthe next 60 days there would be an initiation of the study with the AE (develop scope, set

up task order), parametrics for cost purposes, and targets for feasibility completion.

c. Fort Belvoir will provide the Baltimore District with the North Post Transportation Study and
other relevant studies that will feed into this project.

d. LTC Kevin Tate will contact representatives of the TRT and set up a meeting in the next
couple weeks (before May).

e. Fort Belvoir will coordinate obtaining representatives from INSCOM, Defense Threat
Reduction Agency, and DLA.

f. Fort Belvoir will provide documentation of the continued need to keep Beulah and
Woodlawn Roads closed.

g. Mr. Rivinuswill provide data, when available, on traffic impacts of the museum project.

h. Baltimore District/Tetra Tech, Inc. will coordinate with Patrick McLaughlin and the Fort
Belvoir PAO to develop a contact list for the public involvement effort. Also, Fairfax County

will be contacted to assist in developing a public involvement contact list.
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i. DaveHand will coordinate setting up a meeting with Patrick McLaughlin to discuss available
transportation studies and regional modeling being conducted by TransCore.
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May 1, 2003
STAKEHOLDER KICKOFF MEETING
VDOT Springfield I nter change Office, Commer ce Street

MEETING MINUTES

Subject: Minutes of the Scope of Work Meeting for the Preliminary Feasbility Study of the
Richmond Highway and Telegraph Road Connector

Date: May 1, 2003
Attendees:
Baltimore District
David Hand (410 962-4905; David.B.Hand@usace.army.mil)
Andrea Walker (410 962-3027; Andrea.L.Walker@usace.army.mil)
Fairfax County DOT
Mark Canale (703 324-1177; Mark.Canale@FairfaxCounty.gov)
Kathy Ichter (703 324-1150; Kathy.lchter@FairfaxCounty.gov)
Fort Belvoir
Mike Groeneveld, FB DPW (703 806-0045; Michael.C.Groeneveld@belvoir.army.mil)

Patrick McLaughlin, FB Environmental and Natural Resources (703 806-3193;
McLaughlinp@belvoir.army.mil)

IMA/NERO
Chip Williams (757 788-3791; Williamsj|@monroe.army.mil)
MTMC

Chuck Ferguson (757 599-1117; Chuck.Ferguson@tea.army.mil)
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Tetra Tech
Tom Delaney (703 385-6000; Tom.Delaney @tetratech-ffx.com)
Sean Donahoe ([ph] 703 385-6000; [fax] 703 385-6007; Sean.Donahoe@tetratech-ffx.com)
Tom Magness (703 385-6000; magneto@tetratech-ffx.com)
VDOT
Dic Burke (703 383-2099; Richard.Burke@VirginiaDOT.orQ)
John Muse (703 383-2099; John.Muse@V irginiaDOT.orQ)

Ken Wilkinson (804 371-6758; Ken.Wilkinson@VirginiaDOT.org)

Minutes:

A meeting was held at the Springfield Interchange office of the Virginia Department of Transportation
(vDOT) on 1 May 2003 to discuss and reach consensus (if possible) on the scope of work for the
Preliminary Feasibility Study of a Richmond Highway and Telegraph Road connector (referred to as the
“Road Study”). Meeting attendees and contact information from the sign-up sheet are presented above.
Mr. Dave Hand, project manager for the study, opened the meeting with a request for input from the
stakeholder group regarding the scope of work for the project. Mr. Hand also provided an overview of
the Corps's understanding of their mission with respect to this effort and offered their approach to the

project. Key discussion points, agreements, and action items from the meeting are summarized below.

1. The Corps discussed a modification to the tentative approach offered at the previous meeting for
conducting Phase 1 of the Preliminary Feasibility Study. To accommodate concerns raised by
Fairfax County, the Corps could accelerate the initial phase of the project and offer a more
streamlined assessment of alternatives. This approach could allow for an appropriate level of
analysis of the alternatives evaluated to date and allow agencies and the public input into the early
stages of the study. Subsequent to this preliminary assessment, a decision would have to be made
as to whether or not an identifiable project exists. If a project is identified, then a proponent

and/or study team would be identified to move forward with the project. In this case, subsequent
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phases of the study would include appropriate NEPA analysis, cost estimation, and conceptua

design studies.

2. Theroles and responsibilities of the various companies and organizations involved in the Master
Plan, Master Plan EIS, and Road Study are outlined in the table below:

Organizations/Companies Leading and Supporting the
Master Plan, Master Plan EIS, and Road Sudy

Planning Studies
Roles Master Plan Master Plan EIS Road Study
Lead Agency Fort Belvoir Fort Belvoir Baltimore District
(Point of Contact) (COL Tate) (Patrick (Dave Hand)
McLaughlin)
Prime Contractor PBS&J Tetra Tech, Inc. Tetra Tech, Inc.
Subcontractors TransCore TAMS/Earth Tech TransCore
TransCore

* NOTE DEWBERRY ISA PRIME CONTRACTOR SUPPORTING FORT BELVOIR
DPW ON VARIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL AND TRANSPORTATION PLANNING
PROJECTSAT THE INSTALLATION.

3. It was discussed that the scoping meetings for the Master Plan are tentatively planned for early
September 2003. It was suggested that information regarding the Road Study could be made
available at this meeting. It was discussed that a dedicated booth/station could be set up at this
meeting for information on the Road Study and for soliciting public input.  Some of the
preliminary findings of this streamlined Phase 1 effort could be made available to present to the
public at the Master Plan EI'S scoping meetings.

4. VDOT discussed their approach for conducting Feasibility Studies and NEPA documentation for
road projects. When considering new road projects, VDOT typically conducts a Feasibility Study
to identify the purpose and need and a range of alternatives for the corridor. These studies would
typically take 2 years. Subsequently they would move forward with their NEPA analysis and
documentation and design work. Generally VDOT would conduct 1 to 2 public scoping

meetings.

5. It was suggested that the alternatives analysis should include a mass transit alternative. Also, it
was suggested that alternatives involving existing portions and/or new road corridors on Fort
Belvoir, along with appropriate force protection, should be considered in the preliminary analysis.
Overal, it was discussed that al options should be “on the table” at the beginning of the project
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and that screening of these options be documented as part of the Phase 1 effort. Environmental

constraints and other issues will be evaluated as part of the screening analysis.

6. The process for making a decision regarding whether or not a project exists was discussed. The
Army decision would be made at the Secretariat level. Results of the Preliminary Feasibility
Study could be provided to the Army for a decision in December 2003. |f the decision is made
that there is a project to move forward with, it is possible that FHWA could be designated as the
proponent, with the ultimate execution of the project being managed by VDOT. VDOT would
likely solicit bids for preparation of the NEPA document. The bid process for obtaining
contractor support could take approximately 6 months. Alternatively, if the mission is given to
the Corps of Engineers, the planning portion of the project could be conducted by the Baltimore
District and subsequent construction managed by others.

7. It was suggested that the Phase 1 part of the Road Study would result in a streamlined draft
Preliminary Feasibility Study report. Comments would be solicited on the draft, but the
document would not likely be finalized. If the decision is made to move forward with a project,
then the results of the report would be used to begin more detailed analysis of aternatives as part
of the formal NEPA process.

8. Fairfax County provided several documents to the District/Tetra Tech on previous road studies

(e.g., Lockheed connector documentation).

9. Public involvement tools discussed during the meeting included: fact sheets, dedicated websites,
website linkages (e.g., Fairfax County, VDOT, Fort Belvoir, District), supervisor newsletters (but
not between August to January), and press releases at Fort Belvoir through the Public Affairs
Office. Forma scoping meetings as part of the NEPA process could not likely occur before
January 2004.

10. A tentative schedule for the Phase 1 effort was discussed, as outlined below
a. May 23, 2003. Interagency Working Group submits road corridor optionsto Tetra Tech
b. May 27,2003. TRT Meeting (9 am at Springfield Interchange Office)

c. June25, 2003. Interagency Working Group convenes to discuss road corridor options (1
pm at Springfield Interchange Office).
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d. July 30, 2003. Strawman Preliminary Feasbility Study with optiongaternatives,

preliminary analysis (tabular form), and compilation of available data.

e. August 26, 2003. Interagency Working Group convenes to refine road corridor
options/aternatives and discuss information to present to the public at September 2003
Master Plan EIS public meeting.

f. September 16, 2003. Master Plan EIS public scoping meeting. An information booth on
the Road Study would be available at this meeting.

g. October 2003. First Draft of the Preliminary Feasibility Study.
h. December 2003. Army decision on whether a project exists (earliest timeframe).

i. January 2004. Suggested timeframe for beginning Phase 2 which would include formal

NEPA documentation and other studies, assuming a project isidentified.

11. Action Items:

a Interagency Working Group will provide Tetra Tech (Sean Donahoe) road corridor
options to include as part of the preliminary study by May 23", 2003.

b. Tetra Tech will coordinate with Fairfax County, VDOT, and Fort Belvoir (PBS&J) to

obtain GIS coverages to create a base map of the study area.

c. Tetra Tech will prepare maps of road corridor options provided by work group, aong
with other corridors evaluated in past studies.

d. VDOT will provide District/Tetra Tech with an example Feasibility Study.

e. Reconvene on June 25" at 1pm in the Springfield Interchange Office to discuss corridor

options.
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May 27, 2003

TRANSPORTATION RESOLUTION TEAM (TRT) MEETING
VDOT Springfield I nter change Office, Commer ce Street

9:00 AM

MEETING MINUTES

Attendees:

Pur pose:

Objective:

Minutes:

Individual s representing Fort Belvoir; U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE),
Baltimore District; U.S. Army Installation Management Agency, Military Traffic
Management Command; Fairfax County (Supervisors Hyland and Kaufman's
offices); Fairfax County DOT; VDOT; Dewberry (Contractor); and Tetra Tech
(Contractor) were in attendance. A Sign-1n Sheet was circulated; a transcribed
version is attached.

On May 27, 2003, the Directorate of Public Works and Logistics (DPWL) in
coordination with VDOT, reconvened the TRT. The TRT was established
following 9/11 to resolve issues associated with implementation of increased
force protection requirements, such as the closing of Woodlawn Road. After
resolving immediate issues, the TRT stood down in May 2002. The TRT was
reconvened to establish a framework for discussing the many recent activities
such asinitiation of the Connector Road Study and environmental cleanup of the
right-of-way for the Fairfax County Parkway.

1. The primary objective of the meeting was to review, clarify, and reratify the
origina TRT Charter.

2. The secondary objective was to communicate the baseline status of a variety

of projects, initiatives, and issues.

1. Themeeting was called to order at 9:00 am. by Morteza Salehi, representing VDOT

Maintenance and Operations Division. Attendees introduced themselves.
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Mr. Salehi stated that the original TRT consisted of four focus groups:. operations, incident
management (traffic management), Woodlawn Road, and U.S. Route 1. VDOT has quarterly
meetings with a similar setup of groups. Mr. Salehi asked if the TRT should be restructured.
What are the issues? Who should get status reports? Can the TRT representatives make
decisions? General discussion of these questions followed.

Kathy Ichter stated that it may be difficult to get the work done with this large number of
people. She suggested that the TRT be agroup of representatives who can take the
information back and get the authorization from the decisionmakers. However, the TRT still
needs technical specialists and smaller meetings. She recommended having a planning group
outside TRT because decisions are made el sewhere by others. I ssues surrounding Route 1 are
reported back to TRT but Route 1 is not a central focus here. There may be other issues that
are better suited for thisforum. Ms. Ichter recommended that it may be best to handle issues
and report back to TRT. A consideration will be time management and logistics.

Rose Lambert would like the main focus of the TRT to be developed. Traffic and building
continue to be problems and there still is not an East-West connector.

LTC Tate suggested the TRT be divided into two groups, one for future planning and one for

current issues.

Mr. Salehi stated that there is a need to have separate technical teams and suggested that TRT
be used as a one-stop clearinghouse. Status reports can be given to the group and the TRT
will then either make decisions or individuals will report back to the people who do make the
decisions.

Mike Estes recommended the TRT be used for big issue items. Subgroups of the TRT should
be set up in accordance with the TRT issues and have regular meetings. New issues can be
brought up at these meetings and reiterated at the TRT meetings.

LTC Tateinquired how the TRT would respond back to the higher level people—specifically
Mr. Farley and Col Williams. Susie Gillett also stated that she sees Farley and Williams as
the decision makers and asked how TRT can make the decisions?
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10.

11

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Mr. Salehi inquired what other issues need to be added to the scope of the TRT and what

other subcommittees are needed?

LTC Tate noted the need for future planning of mass transit. Ms. Ichter stated that spot
improvements and other traffic management issues with VDOT signals need to be addressed.

Mr. Estes stated that, in VDOT, the same VDOT core group may cover many issues. Mr.
Estes recommended the TRT be broken down by general function. He noted that Route 1 isa
perfect example of a committee that stands on its own.

LTC Nigararecommended that the new Fairfax County Emergency Manager be brought in to
the TRT meetings since heisakey player.

Ms. Ichter noted that she is not the only representative of the County. She has no problems
being arepresentative at the TRT meetings but land-use issues must go through the standard
County process. There are other County people that need to beinvolved.

Mr. Salehi responded that those other people may want to bring in other County people later
if is appropriate to the composition. Mr. Salehi inquired if there were any other defense
appropriation projects? LTC replied that there are many projects but some are either not
related or adjacent to Fort Belvoir.

There was general discussion regarding the various issues and composition of
subcommittees. The results of the white-board discussion are listed in atable at the end of

these minutes.

Mr. Salehi stated that he would like the subcommittees/projects people to update TRT
regularly. All the technical groups should continue to work and report to TRT. Everyone
must agree to the role and function of the TRT.

L TC Tate recommended that the committee meetings alternate on months (refer to table for
details) with areport to the decisionmakers occurring every 4 months. The three
subcommittees would meet in separate months, one in June, onein July, one in August, and
the decisionmakers would meet in September. LTC Tate questioned how much would be
gained from the TRT as everyone on the TRT would likely be on a subcommittee.

Fairfax County, Virginia D-17 November 2003



Preliminary Feasibility Study (Phase 1) of Richmond Highway and Telegraph Road Connector

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

Mr. Crow asked if the synchronicity would be lost across the teams by not having everyone
together in the meetings. There would have to be some coordination. He stated that a
clearinghouse between subcommittees would still be needed. He also noted that the TRT is
not empowered by law and would need to meet as a group either quarterly or every 4th
month.

Mr. Salehi stated that the TRT would meet to determine who has been briefed on what topics.

David Ghiglio noted that whoever holds the money is ultimately the decisionmaker. The TRT
will need these representatives from the Federal government, VDOT, and Fairfax County.
The TRT can engender transmission of information. The members of TRT can consider and
may be able to immediately address smaller monetary issues.

LTC Lind recommended that the committees prepare status updates and send them
electronically to people, and brief the decisionmakers. Then everyone can reconvene as TRT
to make adecision.

Richard Bain recommended that the TRT have separate working groups that would meet at a
frequency to be determined and then report back to the TRT. The TRT would then meet and
representatives would report back to the decisionmakers to show the coordination between
everyone.

LTC Lind stated that the decisionmakers must be given an opportunity to review the
information at hand before being brought into a public forum.

Mr. Estes stated that most people seem to agree on three subcommittees (refer to table at the
end of the meeting minutes) since most people would likely be on more than one. After the
subcommittees meet, the group will meet to determine what goes on to the next level. This
can be afluid process to develop the format and final process.

Ms. Lambert recommended that the bosses be given alist of the issues discussed at the
meetings and the items that require decisions. Mr. Estes agreed with Ms. Lambert and
reiterated this concept to obtain a general agreement by all.
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26.

27.

28.

29.

3L

32.

Mr. Salehi stated that the charter will need to be modified to reflect the changes discussed
and then the system tested. Adjustments can then be made as needed. LTC Tate stated that
the charter will be modified and sent out. The subcommittees will meet quarterly. The TRT
will meet as a group to determine what will go to higher levels.

LTC Tate stated that each agency needs to determine who will be on each subcommittee and
be the chair (main POC). Mr. Estes inquired who would be the clearinghouse for al the
information and be responsible for setting up the meetings? LTC Tate responded that a lead
is needed for each group and that each agency should have a group they are responsible for.
The subcommittee will send out the minutesto the TRT.

Mr. Bain inquired about the County being on the Charter. LTC Tate responded that the
County isnot listed as acochair for the TRT. Mr. Salehi added that County representatives
areincluded in the meetings. The cochair isjust to indicate who takes the lead for the
meetings. If the County feelsthat it needsto sign the Charter, then that can happen.

Action: LTC Tate will review and revise the Charter as necessary.

LTC stated that Dewberry will be responsible for setting up the next TRT meeting and
getting the meeting minutes out. The Dewberry contact for thiswill be Jennifer Holcomb.

Action: Dewberry will set up adate and time for the next TRT meeting and will handle
meeting documentation.

. Discussion then proceeded to updates for several ongoing matters.

Mr. Hand passed out a copy of the meeting minutes for the Interagency Working Group
Meeting that occurred on May 1, 2003, regarding the Preliminary Feasibility Study of the
Richmond Highway and Telegraph Road Connector. Mr. Hand is awaiting comments back
by the end of the week to finalize the minutes. The minutes have the project outlines. The
Public Hearing is scheduled for September. The EIS isdueto Fort Belvoir at that time. The
schedule is outlined in the minutes.

LTC Tate gave an update regarding Old Colchester Road. The Public Notice went out on
May 15 and the comment period will close on June 15. The final findings will be issued 2
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weeks afterwards depending on the comments received. The final Finding of No Significant
Impact (FONSI) will beissued on July 1. The USACE will have 60 daysto review. Mr. Estes
asked if there was alist of who received or will receive the Environmental Assessment (EA).
Patrick McLaughlin replied that he has alist and will email it to Mr. Estes. LTC Tate also
mentioned that the list is posted on Fort Belvoir' s Web site.

Action: Patrick McLaughlin will email to Mr. Estes the list of who will receive the EA.

33. Mr. Estes provided an update on the Fairfax County Parkway Extension through EPG.
October isthe estimated time to advertise for the construction contract. Regarding the VDOT
6-year plan, Transportation approved the project funding on the 15th. The state is putting out
$7.2B. Only $150M in projects was added this year. Fina approval will be given in the
meeting on June 19.

34. Mr. Folse passed out two schedule scenarios for the Fairfax County Parkway extension. Plan
A has a completion date of August 2007. The utility location task has 104 weeks which may
be able to be reduced but they will have to see what isthere. VDOT also needsto get the
funding for the ROW of $10M to acquire the two parcels. Mr. Estes stated that they are
working on getting the funding now and will hopefully have approval in June.

35. Mr. Crow stated that a new controller has been added to the Telegraph Road overpass. An
overlap has also been added at JJ Kingman and should be in place by the end of May. Mr.
Crow replied that Kingman is maintaining the same number of lanes but will receive
additional head at the south side for increased right turn capacity. There is a new timing plan
and it needed another arm. The lane striping will not change. The ultimate solution isto add a
left turn capacity or build anew right lane. A dual left lane has been added to Mount Vernon
onto southbound Route 1. Thiswork should be completed by next summer. They could not
re-stripe at thislocation. At Frye Road, adding another lane from the existing pavement was
discussed but ultimately dismissed due to on-street parking needs. The need of parking
outweighed the benefit of additional vehicle capacity. Currently there are more intermediate
improvements than spot improvements.
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36. Tom Folse provided an update on the Route 1 Location Study. The public hearing for the

37.

39.

location study took place on April 29. The comment period was extended to 30 days and all
comments should be postmarked by May 29. There is a meeting with the technical committee
on June 5 to review comments. They will develop a consensus and recommendations for the
steering committee. Thiswas tentatively scheduled for June 19 but may be rescheduled to
sometime in June or July. There were 400 people at the last meeting. Main issues are focused
north of Mount Vernon and there are few comments regarding areas immediately by Fort
Belvoir. There should be approval by the end of the year provided there are no problems.

LTC Tateinquired when VDOT will need the land once they acquire the funds. Mr. Folse
replied that the schedule would not change and that the conveyance of the land would still
occur in February 2005. Plan B still has a completion date of Aug 2007 but the flexibility on
time for utilitiesis much less. The final soil survey will begin then and istied to the site
being cleared of all OE/UXO.

. LTC Tate stated that the contract for the cleanup of EPG has been awarded on May 19 with

an NTP date of May 15. He stated that he is still confident about the timeframe.

Mr. Salehi asked if there were any other possible future actions besides having Woodlawn
Road open to Department of Devense (DoD) only? What security issues are there to open it
to more? Can the operations group review additional possibilities? LTC Tate replied that
operations can review other options but current conditions will stay in effect.

. LTC Tate brought up Building 5389 on EPG and asked when VDOT will have the authority

to provide monies to replace the building? Mr. Folse replied October 2004 becauseiit is
contingent upon ROW approval. Thisisaneeded step for the ROW transfer. LTC Tate
noted that he needs to be able to program replacement of the building. Mr. Folse reiterated
that all monies will be transferred at the same time under one negotiation. Thiswill bein
February 2005. Mr. Estes added that if anything can be done to accelerate this, it will.
However, they are having difficulties getting the money.
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41. Mr. Ghiglio asked when the value of the building was determined. LTC replied that this was

discussed at the last meeting, but no action has been undertaken to update the apprai sed

replacement cost.

42. Mr. Salehi stated that for the charter, rather than putting his name, he preferred that Foley
determine who should be listed.

43. There being no further comments and no comments regarding the previous meeting minutes,

the meeting was adjourned at approximately 11:00 a.m. The next meetings will be scheduled

according to the following table:

Committee Coordinator Next
M eeting
TRT Dewberry, Jennifer Holcomb September
Subcommittee Coordinator Next Subcommittee | ssues
M eeting
Planning Fort Belvoir Richard Bain June East-West Connector Study
(Long-term) VDOT Bahram Jamai VDOT 6-Year Plan
Fairfax County ~ Kathy Ichter Future Planning (e.g., WMATA Study)
New Fort Belvoir Initiatives
Engineering VDOT Mike Estes July Old Colchester Road/Route 1 Widening
(Real projects Fort Belvoir Mike Groeneveld Fairfax County Parkway/EPG
funded/designed/ Fairfax County Charlie Strunk Route 1 Location Study
in design)
Operations Fairfax County  Kathy Ichter August VDOT Signals and Spot Improvements
(Emergency Fort Belvoir LTC Nigara Woodlawn Road- I nterim M easures
response) VDOT Sherrell Crow Incident Management
Respectfully submitted,
Jennifer L. Holcomb, PE
Dewberry & DavisLLC
703-849-0493
Fairfax County, Virginia D-22 November 2003




Preliminary Feasibility Study (Phase 1) of Richmond Highway and Telegraph Road Connector

TRT Meseting
May 27,2003
List of Attendees
Name Organization Phone e-mail
Thomas K. Folse VDOT NoVA 703-383-2191 Thomas.Folse@virginiadot.org
Dic Burke VDOT—PE 703-383-2431 richard.burke@virginiadot.org
Don Ostrander VDOT—TE 703-383-2392 Donald.Ostrander @virginiadot.org
Rose Lambert Fairfax County—Mount Vernon Didtrict, 703-780-7518 rlambe@fairfaxcounty.gov
Chief Aide to Supervisor Hyland
Kathy Ichter Fairfax County DOT 703-324-1150 kathy.ichter@fairfaxcounty.gov
Michael Estes VDOT—NoVA Preliminary Engineering 703-383-2193 michael .estes@virginadot.org
Morteza Salehi VDOT—Maintenance and Operations 703-383-2459 Morteza.Salehi @virginiadot.org
Sherrell Crow VDOT—Signal Systems 703-383-2351 Sherrell.Crow@virginiadot.org
LTC Paul Nigara Fort Belvoir DPS 703-806-4024 Paul_F Nigara@belvoir.army.mil
LTC Denise Lind Fort Belvoir SJA 703-805-4399 Denise.Lind@belvoir.army.mil
Susie Gillett Fort Belvoir OSJA 703-805-4389 Susie Gillett@belvoir.army.mil
Ryan O’ Gara Fairfax County DOT 703-324-1184 ryan.o’ gara@fairfaxcounty.gov
Robert Sheehan VDOT—STSS 703-383-2716 Robert.Sheehan@virginiadot.org
Chip Williams IMA—NERO 757-788-3791 williamg/| @monroe.army.mil
AndreaWalker USACE, Bdtimore District 410-962-3027 rea.e.wadker@usace.army.mil
David Hand USACE, Bdtimore District 410-962-4905 david.b.hand@usace.army.mil
LTC Kevin Tate Fort Belvoir DPWL 703-806-3017 kevin.tate@belvoir.army.mil
Tom Rallins USACE, Humphreys Engineering Center 703-428-6548 William.T.Rollins@usace.army.mil
David Ghiglio Fort Belvoir DPWL 703-806-0068 david j_ghiglio@belvoir.army.mil
Richard Bain Fort Belvoir DPWL 703-806-0067 RichardB@belvoir.army.mil
Mike Groeneveld Fort Belvoir DPWL 703-806-0045 michael_c_groeneveld@belvoir.army.mil
Chuck Ferguson MTMC- Defense Access Road Program 757-599-1117 chuck.ferguson@tea.army.mil
Patrick McLaughlin Fort Belvoir DPWL 703-806-3193 mclaughlinp@belvoir.army.mil
Tom Magness TetraTech 703-385-6000 magneto@tetratech-ffx.com
Tom Delaney TetraTech 703-385-6000 Tom.Delaney @tetratech-ffx.com
Sean Donahoe TetraTech 703-385-6000 sean.donahoe@tetratech-ffx.com
Chris Nordstrom TetraTech 703-385-6000 Chris.Nordstrom@tetratech-ffx.com
Bob Rooks Dewberry 703-289-4782 brooks@dewberry.com
Jennifer Holcomb Dewberry 703-849-0493 jholcomb@dewberry.com
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June 24, 2003

STAKEHOLDER MEETING

VDOT Springfield I nter change Office, Commer ce Street
1:00PM

MEETING MINUTES

Subject: The Preliminary Feasibility Study of the Richmond Highway and Telegraph Road
Connector Meeting

Attendees:
Baltimore District

David Hand (410 962-8154; david.b.hand@usace.army.mil)

Fairfax County DOT

Mark Canale (703 324-1177; mark.canale@fairfaxcounty.gov)
Kathy Ichter (703 324-1150; kathy.ichter@fairfaxcounty.gov)
John Muse (Environmental) (703 383-2099; john.muse@virginiadot.org)

Fairfax County

Ryan O'Gara (703 324-1194; ryan.o'gara@fairfaxcounty.gov)

Fairfax County Lee District

Bob Heittman (703 971-0531/8519; bhistac@yahoo.com)

Fort Belvoir

Richard Bain (703 806-0067; richardb@belvoir.army.mil)
IMA/NERO

Bill Sanders (757 788-5193; sanderswl @monroe.army.mil)
VDOT

Michael Estes (703 383-2193; michael .estes@virginiadot.org)
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Dic Burke (703 383-2431; richard.burke@virginiadot.org)

TransCore
John Wright (703 813-3243; john.wright@transcore.com)
Jim Curren (703 813-3251; jim.curren@transcore.com)
TetraTech
Sean Donahoe ([p] 703 385-6000; [f] 703 385-6007; Sean.Donahoe@tetratech-ffx.com)
Tom Delaney (703 385-6000; tom.del aney @tetratech-ffx.com)
Patrick Solomon (703 385-6000; solompa@tetratech-ffx.com)
Chris Nordstrom (703 385-6000; chris.nordstrom@tetratech-ffx.com)
Minutes:

A meeting was held at the Springfield Interchange office of the Virginia Department of Transportation
(VDOQOT) on June 25, 2003, to discuss potential road corridors for the Richmond Highway and Telegraph

Road connector. Meeting attendees and contact information from the sign-up sheet are presented above.

Mr. Dave Hand, Project Manager for the dudy, opened the meeting by stating that the purpose of the
meeting was to review and discuss information gathered from previous connector studies and recent
meetings. He stated this phase is a strawman, for open discussion, and that all input is welcome. He then
introduced Sean Donahoe, Tetra Tech.

Sean Donahoe, Tetra Tech, presented an overview of the information packet that was distributed. He
indicated that the original scope directed Tetra Tech to collect and compile data. He noted that additional
steps were taken for the purposes of strawman analysis, and that these preliminary analyses were

presented in a matrix presented in the packet.
He then described the packet contents:

Figure 1 - Corridors evaluated during the North Post Study. He noted that only the corridors that
involved a “new” alignment were included, and that alternatives merely consisting of road
improvements were not included in the figure. He noted the code prefix for various North Post

corridors on the maps is “NP-x.”
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Figure 2 - Corridors evaluated in the Lockheed Connector Study. He indicated that the blue
corridors were the ones analyzed in the study, while the red corridors were not (based on the
reasons presented in the table to the side of the figure). He noted that the code prefix for
Lockheed corridorsis “LH-x" with the original code (e.g., MLK) to the right in parentheses. He
noted the preferred aternative for this study is LH-A.

Figure 3 - New corridors submitted by Fairfax County, Spring 2003. He noted that because they
were submitted via fax, they were manually placed on the GIS map. They were positioned as
closely to the faxed alignments as possible, but their locations may require “tweaking.” He noted
that these corridors are coded with the prefix “ FFX-x."

Figure 4 - Represents existing natural resources in the area.

Figure 5 - Presents land use zoning/types (separated on the legend by Fort Belvoir and Fairfax
County designations).

Figure 6 - Presents a composite of the North Post (NP), Lockeed Connector (LH), and newly
submitted Fairfax County corridors (FFX), and VDOT projects in the area (that were identified in
VDOT' s six year plan). This figure may need to be updated pending additional information (e.g.
RCI footprint, etc).

Figure 7 - Presents road corridor constraints. This figure was created by placing the composite of
all corridors onto 20+ GIS layers, representing a range of issues. The more intense the pink/red
color, the greater the number of constraints to be considered. It was created to provide a quick
and visud way of analyzing the corridors; it shows that many of the corridors have a somewhat

similar alignment.

Matrix - Presents preliminary analyses performed on the corridors (assumed a certain width,
utilized GIS layers). Sean noted that additional information will be needed to strengthen these

data (e.g., additional information on Force Protection).

Traffic Flow Map — Prepared by Transcore as part of the NP study. These data represent pre-9/11
predictions, and 2020 projections.

Sean then introduced Patrick Solomon and the GIS program that was developed by Tetra Tech to perform

the corridor analyses.
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Patrick provided an overview of the software functionality, and then performed a sample “test” corridor to

illustrate how the software calculates corridor impacts.
The meeting then opened for general discussion.

Fort Belvoir (FB) asked whether or not LH-A is a consideration for FFX County? FFX County stated it
was not included on their Spring 2003 corridor fax. They noted that at the time of the LH study, there was
no issue with Woodlawn (which was still open), and that LH was a separate project. Things have changed
since then, and a new situation exists. It was stated that a blank slate exists, and that every corridor is

under consideration at this point in time.

FB asked if FFX County will consider any sites not on FB property. FFX noted that corridor FFX-C is
primarily off FB property, and that it would have little effect to FB property.

FFX noted that the environmental issues associated with LH study were vast (eg., outflow of water north
of Huntley Meadows), and that the LH study is adead issue in light of these environmental issues and the
closing of Woodlawn. It was noted that Woodlawn Village would be affected by select corridors, and that

in general, residential development off post isamajor constraint.

It was suggested that the specifics of the RCI program be analyzed and incorporated. Are houses and sites
going to be relocated? Are sites flexible? Could placement work around a corridor? It was noted that this

information, as well as other FB projects (e.g., hospital), needs to be put on the table.

It was noted that the security issues and the golf course restraint are significant issues, particularly
relating to NP-B and FFX-E.

It was mentioned that urgency exists for a solution. A new corridor will take a significant amount to time
to implement. Can a solution be made with improvements and hardening to existing alignments? It was

requested that the next round of analysisinclude information on the hardening of Woodlawn.

It was noted that issues discussed at the public Town Hall meeting need to be addressed as soon as

possible.
It was noted again that LH options are not worth revisiting — the environmental issues are too complex.

It was added, however, that although the environmental issues till exist, the traffic situation has changed,
and that the reasons various LH connectors were not included may not be valid at this time (e.g., LH-AB

was considered too far south for that study, but today it may be more appropriate).

Fairfax County, Virginia D-27 November 2003



Preliminary Feasibility Study (Phase 1) of Richmond Highway and Telegraph Road Connector

It was stated that aternatives were presented only by FFX; and that possible corridors should be
submitted by all parties.

LH-D was noted to have significant potential impacts on residential areas. Skirting the northeast side of

Belvoir was stated as a potential solution to avoid residentia impact.

FB noted their preference is to avoid the Woodlawn area. They also stated the relocation of the baseball
fields will need to be considered.

It was noted that FFX-C would abut FB housing, and also that it would cross a significant portion of

Huntley Meadows. Also, that aland acquisition in that areais moving forward at thistime.

Attendees were reminded that the purpose of the meeting was not to analyze, in detail, specific

alternatives at this point, but to try and develop a short list of corridors that would be analyzed further.

It was requested that the coloration on the matrix be adjusted, with greater gradation and less “black and

white” representation.

The hardening of existing roads and new corridors that might cross the post was discussed. It was noted
that, although it would be more intense, bridges, grade separations, or gates may address the security

concerns.

The Secretary of the Army’s direction that “all bases are closed to the public” was discussed. It was
guestioned whether this policy would alow for public passage (with grade separation) across a post. FB
stated the language could be adjusted to allow for “controlled access.”

FB stated their preference, among the FFX options proposed, would be FFX-C (wouldn't have the

expense of overpasses, doesn’t bisect)

Burming and limitation off access points were mentioned as two ways that the Army could maintain
complete control over security. FB could dictate where (if any) a connection would be made to Post
traffic.

The termini, or locations a corridor could connect, was considered to be “limited.” It was suggested that a
“T” on either end may not be advantageous. Route 1 is considered to have few access point options, while

Telegraph Road was considered to be more “flexible.”
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FFX County recommended the plan consider mass transit, both present resources and future plans. It was
suggested that representative(s) from the mass transit group should probably be invited to attend future
meetings.

A Congressiona mandate exists, which requires consideration of Old Mill Road. This would involve

improvements and hardening.

The Corps referenced the criteria in the preliminary matrix, stating no particular one will override

another, but that a holistic and qualitative view will be taken.

It was agreed that many criteria (e.g., residential impacts) should be further evaluated. Sean mentioned
that as more data are collected, and models are evaluated, this will be done. For example, the qualitative

residential impact ratings (high, medium, and low) may become quantitative (numbers).

It was suggested that other corridors, or hybrid corridors, may still be possible. It was pointed out that
sengitive facilities are there, and will be there for some time. But other constraints, such as future housing
areas, may be more flexible, and, therefore, maybe their locations could be tweaked in response to a

corridor selection.
Route discussed: FFX-B from Route 1, pick up FFX-D for abit, then proceed down FFX-C?

Route discussed: NP-B would require an overpass over Meeres? NP-B, NP-A, and FFX-A dl hit
Telegraph Road in a“good” spot.

It was suggested that an access point on Telegraph Road north of NP-A would be too far north, and an
access point in this area would conflict with development in that area. But areas between NP-A and NP-B

would be good.

Signalization (two lights on Telegraph in particular) and routing to DCEETA would need consideration. It
was noted that DCEETA access was, at one time, going to be moved to the area around NP-A. DCEETA
previously mapped out acceptable routing around their facility. NP-A and NP-B were evaluated in detail,

but both were considered conflicts.

It was noted that additional VDOT projects should be identified on the map. Telegraph improvements are
being implemented from Beulah Road to Hayfield Road, and from Hayfield Road to south King Street.

Status of Old Telegraph Road improvements was discussed. It was noted that on June 16", changes to
existing plans had occurred, and that FFX County would forward new information to Tetra Tech.
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It was noted that at |east one nonbisecting corridor should be ultimately included for analysis.

It was noted again that Woodlawn Road would be a problematic solution, as it would require many

controls at many access paints.

Route discussed: Modified FFX-C (most preferred by FB) or FFX-B (with a bigger loop around the

engineering complex?)

FFX-C and FFX-B were suggested to have environmental concerns (wetlands and ravines/streams,

respectively).

Who the ultimate decision maker will be was discussed. It was agreed that a new corridor would not
provide an immediate fix. Discussions were then held on possible near-term (within 6 to 8 months)
solutions (access points? County police support? Passes/registration for local residents?) while a long-

term corridor is developed.

It was noted the Statement of Work currently does not include specific provisions for short-term analyses.
It was suggested that if it is written broad enough, then short-term analyses and security could be
included.

The reopening of Woodlawn Road was discussed as one viable short-term solution. It was suggested that
it would be up to the Army to dictate how quickly it could be implemented. FB stated that from an
administration standpoint, FB is ready.

The Corps stated it would provide FB with recommendations for the upcoming briefing to Dr. Fiori.

It was stated again, that the LH options are not viable, they are too far north. Also, no aignment that is

100 percent off-post is really possible, as there are too many residences.

It was suggested that the group focus on areas where the various corridors are grouped; aso, superiors

would need to be briefed to identify how flexible they may be.

Access points: Along Route 1, the Old Mill area seems good. Along Telegraph Road, Hayfield seems too
far north, and Old Telegraph does not seem direct enough. But the other access points al seem to be

viable. Telegraph could possibly be reworked between Beulah and Old Telegraph.

It was suggested that a terminus at Pole Rd might be an option, with at least 2 links to Route 1 (e.g.
Sacramento, Old Mill).
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The elementary school in that area was noted as a concern.

It was noted that an interchange at Kingman would most likely be necessary for alignments in that area
(e.g., FFX-A).

Soccer fields will be created at the EPG site. Southern soccer fields will be removed, as part of the
museum construction.

Other Fort Belvoir Master Plan projects (e.g., hospital, soldier support center, barracks, D.C. National

Guard facility) were discussed. Information on all of these would need to be incorporated into analyses.

Meeting participants then gathered around an aerial view of the project area, and five corridors were

drawn/selected for future analysis.

Action Items:

Corps 1) The Corps stated it would provide Fort Belvoir with recommendations for the
upcoming briefing to Dr. Fiori.

FB 1) Provide Tetra Tech with additional guidance on Force Protection issues and setbacks,

details relating to potential hardening of Woodlawn, Master Plan information on current
and proposed projects (e.g., RCI), and DCEETA routing study information.

FFX County 1) Provide Tetra Tech with information on the Kingman Road project.
TetraTech 1) Distribute meeting minutes.
2) Prepare anew figure and matrix containing the five new corridors selected.

3) Research RCI, Master Plan, security information, and Woodlawn “hardening” option

and incorporate this information into the next iteration of materials.
Next M eeting:
July 29, 2003

1:00 PM
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Road Corridor Matrix

North Post Transportation Study Preliminary Final
Design Report (2000)

Lockheed Boulevard Connector Road
Environmental Assessment (1983)

2003 FFX CO Corridors

C"ZZ No-feton NP-A NP-B NP-C (',\‘AHL'KA) (LC"E)':) ('é';'g) '(":'G')D FFX-A FFX-B FFX-C FFX-D FFX-E
1 |Road Length (miles) 2.74 2.13 2.86 2.80 3.75 3.08 3.85 3.64 2.20 2.19 1.74 1.89 3.24
Road Length on Fort Belvoir (miles) 2.74 1.63 2.36 2.20 0.00 1.61 0.95 0.00 1.69 1.69 1.58 181 3.23
Road Length off Fort Belvoir (miles) 0.00 0.50 0.50 0.60 3.75 1.47 2.90 3.64 0.51 0.50 0.16 0.08 0.01
2 |Use of Existing Roadways and Corridors (percentage) 100% 35% 25% 35% 40% 15% 70% 75% 50% 55% 0% 15% 10%
3 |[Route 1 - Telegraph Road Connection Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No
4 |East-West Connectivity to Regional Arteries (Franconia-Springfield Parkway) High Medium High Low High High High High Medium High Medium Medium High
5 |Alleviation of Local Congestion High High High Medium High High Medium High High High Medium Medium Medium
6 |[Force Protection Issues
Bisects Fort Belvoir North Post Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Road Length (ft) within 400 Meters of Buildings (identified in North Post Study) 9,286 2,079 2,895 0 0 3,018 0 0 2,857 3,309 0 0 4,978
Road Length (ft) within 300 Meters of Buildings (identified in North Post Study) 6,838 0 1,403 0 0 2,256 0 0 1,156 2,606 0 0 2,922
Road Length (ft) within 200 Meters of Buildings (identified in North Post Study) 4,173 0 0 0 0 848 0 0 0 1,706 0 0 1,460
Road Length (ft) within 100 Meters of Buildings (identified in North Post Study) 611 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 536 0 0 0
7 |Within Wetlands/Floodplain (acres) 0.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 7.0 14.3 14.0 7.1 1.9 3.4 9.9 16.7 11.9
8 [Number of Major Stream Crossings 4 B 4-5 5-6 4 4 3 5 9 2 2 3 7
9 [Within Upland Habitat (acres) 18.9 325 22.0 225 0.0 18.1 4.9 0.0 22.9 23.2 17.2 215 33.4
10 |Potential T & E Impact Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes na na na na na
11 |Conservation Areas
Within Wildlife Corridor (acres) 1.4 5.7 7.8 7.8 0.0 3.1 0.0 0.0 6.0 6.0 0.8 8.2 19.8
Within Huntley Meadows (acres) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 18.1 0.0 3.7 8.0 0.0 0.0 11 0.0 0.0
Within Other County/City Parks (acres) (inludes Fort Belvoir golf course) 3.4 2.6 159 15.3 0.8 0.0 0.1 %3 2.3 2.4 0.0 0.0 10.8
Within Jackson Miles Abbott Wetland (acres) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.6 12.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.3 7.9 33
Within Chesaeake Bay Resource Protection Area (acres) 0.0 6.0 15 3.2 26.0 17.1 17.0 8.3 21 3.4 53 13.1 9.4
12 |Noise Sensitive Receptors (schools, churches, residents, hospitals, nursing homes) na na na na na na na na na na na na na
13 [SWMUs (within 100 feet) No No No Yes (n=1) No No No No na na na na na
14 [Number of Cultural/Historic Sites Potentially Impacted 13 4 2 5 4 2 unsurveyed 2 na na na na na
15 |Land Use Issues
Schools (within 500 feet) 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 0
Within Subdivisions (acres) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.4 5.5 27.0 34.8 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.1
Within Easements (acres) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 1.0 0.8 0.9 0.0 0.0 11 11 0.0
Zoning Overlay Districts
Within Natural Resource District (acres) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.8 7.3 7.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Within Water Supply Protection District (acres) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Within Historic/Heritage Protection District (acres) 55 10.9 10.8 10.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.9 10.9 0.0 0.2 0.0
Overall Land Use Compatibility* Low Low Low Low Medium Low Medium Low Low Low High High Low
Highest security risk; Shortest most direct |Encroaches on Same as NP - B Because of distance Similar to several Long route through Significant impacts on Shortest most direct [Minimal difference  [Terminates at Pole Terminates at Pole Longest route;
road closed route but with poor DCEETA setback except less direct from Woodlawn Road, |other alternatives Huntley Meadows several residential areas Jroute but with poor  [between FFX- A and |Road without direct Road without direct Encroaches on
connectivity to F/S and impacts golf connection to /S Jthe amount of traffic except uses connectivity to F/S FFX- B (terminus at |connection to Route 1;|connection to Route 1;|DCEETA setback
Parkway w/o course Parkway diverted to this Sacramento Drive Parkway w/o Telegraph Road only)|may require relocating |may require relocating |and impacts golf
continuing the road connector is not known; [instead of Old Mill continuing the road substation substation course; terminates at
16 |Notes north and west to most direct and excellent|Road as connection to north and west to Pole Road without

Beulah Street; could
extend to Beulah
behind landfill

E-W connector

Route 1

Beulah Street;
couldn’t extend to
Beulah Street behind
landfill

direct connection to
Route 1

* From the standpoint of land use compatability, it was assumed that a "secure" roadway across Fort Belvoir (such as NP - A) would be detrimental to the development of the North Post and was, therefore, rated low. Also, land use compatibility of road corridors in high security areas was considered low.

na = not available

Tetra Tech, Inc. 2003
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Preliminary Feasibility Study (Phase 1) of Richmond Highway and Telegraph Road Connector

July 29, 2003
STAKEHOLDER MEETING
Fort Belvoir, VA

1:00 PM

AGENDA

Purpose: To discuss the six revised alternatives developed during the June 25, 2003, meeting and
to solicit feedback on the proposed alignments and evaluation criteria. An information

packet containing an updated matrix and two maps is provided.

Objective: To present the current status of the Preliminary Feasibility Study (Phase 1) and to discuss

future actions.

Goal: To discuss the topics listed below prior to continuing the evaluation of the six alternatives
currently being considered.

Stakeholder involvement
Are all stakeholders being represented?
I's sufficient communication occurring within each agency?
Addition/reduction of six alternatives
Any other considerations?
Any no-starters?
Screening Criteria
Arethere any additional criteriato be considered?
Screening methodol ogy

Traffic models

Fairfax County, Virginia D-43 November 2003



Preliminary Feasibility Study (Phase 1) of Richmond Highway and Telegraph Road Connector

GIS constraint analysis

Stakehol der issues

Preliminary Feasibility Report
Present alternatives that represent stakeholder interests/concerns
Evaluate effectiveness of mitigating traffic congestion in the Fort Belvoir area
Decisionmaker(s) to determine viahility for future action

Other?

Schedule the next meeting for August. The purpose of this meeting will be to discuss the public scoping
meeting scheduled for mid-September.

Topics For Discussion
1 Design criteria— Do we add anything else to the matrix?
2. Point of Contact for each Lead agency: Army, Fairfax County, VDOT.
3. Who are POCs coordinating with (FCPS, Mount Vernon Ladies Auxiliary)?
4. Any more aternative to be considered? Maybe a seventh aternative is being proposed.

5. Are we beginning to settlein on 3 or 4 “real” alternatives. “Real” means everyone can live

with it, even though it is not their preferred aternative.
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Preliminary Feasibility Study (Phase 1) of Richmond Highway and Telegraph Road Connector

MEETING MINUTES

Subject: Minutes of the Preliminary Feasibility Study of the Richmond Highway and Telegraph
Road Connector Meeting
Attendees:
USACE, Baltimore District
David Hand (410 962-8154; david.b.hand@usace.army.mil)
IMA/NERO
Bill Sanders (757 788-5193; sanderswl @monroe.army.mil)
Fort Belvoir
Patrick McLaughlin (703 806 3193; mclaughlinp@belvoir.army.mil)
Richard Bain (703 806-0067; richardb@belvoir.army.mil)
Susie Gillett (703 805-4389; Susie_gillett@belvoir.army.mil)
Don Carr (703 805-2583; carrdona@belvoir.army.mil)
Mike Groeneveld (703 806-0045; Michael_c_groeneveld@belvoir.army.mil)

Dave Ghiglio (703 806-0068; david.j.ghiglio@belvoir.army.mil)

Fairfax County DOT

Mark Canale (703 324-1177; mark.cand e@fairfaxcounty.gov)

Kathy Ichter (703 324-1150; kathy.ichter@fairfaxcounty.gov)
Fairfax County - Lee District

Bob Heittman (703 971-0531/8519; bhistac@yahoo.com)
Fairfax County - Mount Vernon District

Rose Lambert (703 780-7518; rlambe@fairfaxcounty.gov)
National Capital Planning Commission

Gene Keller (202 482-7251; gene.keller@ncpc.gov)

Joe Kocy (202 482-7275; joe@ncpc.gov)
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MTMC — DAR Program

Chuck Ferguson (757 599 1117; chuck.ferguson@tea.army.mil)

HECS, Corps of Engineers

Tom Rollins (703 428-6548; william.t.rollins@hg02.usace.army.mil)

VDOT

Dic Burke (703 383-2431; richard.burke@uvirginiadot.org)
TransCore

John Wright (703 813-3243; john.wright@transcore.com)

Jun Villoria (703 813-3248; jun.villoria@transcore.com)
TetraTech

Sean Donahoe ([p] 703 385-6000; [f] 703 385-6007; Sean.Donahoe@tetratech-ffx.com)

Tom Magness (703 385-6000; magneto@tetratech-ffx.com)

Jeff Moran (703 385-6000; jeff.moran@tetratech-ffx.com)

Chris Nordstrom (703 385-6000; chris.nordstrom@tetratech-ffx.com)
Minutes:

A meeting was held at the Springfield Mall office of VDOT on July 29, 2003. Meeting attendees and
contact information from the sign-up sheet are presented above. The purpose of the meeting was to
discuss the six proposed alternatives developed during the June 25, 2003, meeting and solicit feedback on
the proposed alignments and evaluation criteria.  An information packet was provided as a handout

containing an agenda, updated matrix, and revised map.

Dave Hand, Project Manager for the study, opened the meeting by stating the purpose of the meeting and
proceeded through the agenda. He stated the importance of establishing consensus on the alternatives and
the evaluation criteria. Mr. Hand asked if anyone thought any of the six aternatives were non-starters or

if additional alternatives should be considered.
The meeting then opened for general discussion.

Addition to Six Alternatives
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L ockheed Connector Study (Route*MLK,” the preferred alternativein the LH study). Fort Belvoir
expressed an interest in including the LH connector alternative that extends from South Kings Highway
through the northeastern portion of Huntley Meadows to Route 1. It was suggested that, although this
corridor is farther north, this corridor would serve a larger population of loca residents. VDOT and
Fairfax County reiterated discussions held during the June 25, 2003, meeting, stating that this corridor
was unsuccessful in past attempts. They emphasized that this aternative was a nonstarter because it had
environmental issues and lacked support from the Department of the Interior and Congress. They also
felt that this alternative was too far north and that Alternatives 1 and 2 were more appropriate alternatives
for the purpose of replacing Woodlawn Road and Beulah Street. It was proposed by Fort Belvoir that
environmental mitigation measures, however, could possibly be performed on Fort Belvoir (or specia
legislation could be pursued) to address past LH connector issues. It was agreed that the Feasibility Study

will incorporate by reference information regarding this corridor and the LH connector study.

Improvements to the Fairfax County Parkway were requested as a possible new alternative. It was noted
that it is not within the scope of this project to analyze the Parkway, and that this study is over and above
Parkway. improvement plans (e.g., interchange, additional lanes). Also, local residents desire a more

north-east solution.

Deletion of any Alternatives

None of the six aternatives were removed from further analysis.
Other Considerations

A realignment of Alternative 1 was discussed that could minimize environmental impacts. This new
corridor would more closely follow the western boundary of Huntley Meadows. It was discussed whether

or not this Alternative would be required to be entirely elevated on structure.

Alternatives 1 and 2 were noted to have potential conflicts with residential areas, even if the corridor
property could be acquired. It was noted that Fort Belvoir Command had requested consideration to
Alternative 2, and also that attention to Old Mill Road is within the Congressional mandate for this study.

A sub-alternative was also discussed. This included extending Alternatives 1 and 2 to Hayfield Road.
This option is presented below.

Hayfield Road extension — The Corps discussed the possibility of a Hayfield Road extension as

subalternatives to Alternatives 1 and 2 to minimize impacts on the environment and force protection
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concerns. Fairfax County stated that the extension would not be viable because of the existing residential

community on Hayfield Road, south of Telegraph Road.

Fort Belvoir noted that Alternatives 2 and 3 would impact the electric substation, which provides all of
Fort Belvoir's electricity and is a key facility of Dominion Virginia Power. Setback requirements will be
researched, but they may be has high as 400 meters. Relocation and the associated costs of such an action
should be included in the analysis of Alternatives 2 and 3.

Fort Belvoir stated that Alternatives 3, 4, 5, and 6 would have the greatest impacts to Fort Belvoir. It was
noted that Alternative 5 isin near proximity to possible major future development on Fort Belvoir, which
is being considered for the North Post golf course area. Potential Alternative 3 impacts on RCI housing
were discussed, but it was decided that it is still a viable corridor, particularly with its connection to Old
Mill Road.

It was noted that Alternative 6 is not afour-lane road, but that its reopening is an alternative. It was noted

that Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 would be evaluated to accommodate up to a four-lane road.

A general consensus was reached that the alternatives to be evaluated would remain the six that were
shown on the corridor map. However, it was noted that the corridors discussed were approximate and
that they did not yet represent the detailed alignments. Therefore, alterations of the alignments will be
considered as the evaluation of each proposed aternative proceeds. The alternatives were broken into
three categories (1) Within Fort Belvoir, (2) Outside of Fort Belvoir, and (3) a combination of on-post and

off-post corridors.
Screening Criteria

Number of lanes (two or four). The stakeholders agreed to evaluate corridors that include the width of a
four-lane road (128 feet), with the exception of Alternative 6 which is currently being considered as a 2-

two lane option.

Number of Grade Separated Interchanges. Stakeholders requested clarification on this criteria, and
requested a possible subheading entitled “ Constructability.”

Traffic Volumes. Fairfax County requested to include level of service, delay per vehicle (baseline vs.

alternatives), and hours of congestion data.
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SWMUs. Stakeholders requested clarification on the content of this criteria (e.g., if this category
includes landfills, sewer/septic systems). Fort Belvoir noted that no septic systems exist on-post. Fairfax
County said they do exist off-post, and that GIS layers should be available for integration into the GIS
system.

Utilities. Fairfax County requested to indude utility information. Specifically, the study should identify
what utilities need to be relocated and what corresponding easements exist.

Easements. Requested a break out according to type.

“Number of Units Taken”/“Number of Acres of Take” Reguest to provide information on the
number of units or acres (on-post vs. off-post) that would be taken. Fairfax County noted that designed
developments involve a plan submission, and that parcels or plans that have “approved” status should be
identified as the “actual” take costs may reflect the fully developed state of the planned parcel. Fairfax

County offered their assistance in identifying development plans.

ForceProtection. It was regquested that the “Force Protection Issues” include the frequency in which the

Alternative crosses a road/intersection.
Water Supply Protection District. Confirmation that this is an accurate criterion was requested.
Cost. Provide abreakdown on the mgjor categories of cost (e.g., structure, existing facilities)

Potential T & E Impacts (acres) and Rare Ecological Communities (acres). Should be expanded to

include off-post data.
Additional Screening Criteria. Aesthetics and project timelines should be considered for the matrix.

Aerial Photograph. Fairfax County requested that a more recent aerial photograph be used in the

presentation of alternatives.
There was agreement that the evaluation criteria would not be weighted as part of this study.

Fairfax County requested that Tetra Tech work with their staff to incorporate relevant information to the

corridors.
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Dave Hand requested that everyone review the matrix in detail and provide written comments to add,
modify, or delete the evaluation criteria. He also emphasized that the evaluation criteria and methodol ogy

would represent everyone' s ideas and will be fair and objective.
Stakeholder Public I nvolvement

Tetra Tech asked if al appropriate agencies were represented in this meeting and in the study. The point
was made that it was important to make sure that each representative from their respective agency were

communicating with those within their agenciesto avoid “new” conflicts as the study progresses.

There were discussions on the Master Plan EIS scoping meeting and how a booth would be included at

that meeting to address the purpose and status of this study. All were in agreement of this action.
Preliminary Feasbility Report

A Draft Feasibility Report will be prepared following the finalization of the evaluation of alternatives.

Thiswill be performed once all evaluation criteria are finalized on the matrix.
Other

Master Plan Scoping Meeting. A booth will be set up to present the purpose of this study and collect
input from the public.

It was noted the SOW currently does not include specific provisions for short-term analyses. It was
recognized that the public is most interested in the immediate and short-term solutions and that the
stakeholders need to have a unified position prior to the scoping meeting.

Next Meeting

A revised matrix will be provided in advance of the next meeting. The updated matrix will incorporate
changes based on discussion in today’ s meeting and written comments from the stakeholders. The next
meeting is scheduled for 9:30 am., August 26, 2003.

Action Items:
Corps (1) Review matrix and provide comments.

(2) Forward review comments from stakeholders to Tetra Tech.

Fairfax County, Virginia D-50 November 2003



Preliminary Feasibility Study (Phase 1) of Richmond Highway and Telegraph Road Connector

FB (1) Review matrix and provide written comments to Dave Hand.
(2) Provide Tetra Tech with required stand-off distance for key tenant organizations.
VDOT (1) Review matrix and provide written comments to Dave Hand.
FFEX County- (1) Work with Tetra Tech in pulling together relevant datain County records.
(2) Review matrix and provide written comments to Dave Hand.
TetraTech (2) Distribute meeting minutes.
(2) Meet with Fairfax County to receive relevant data.

(3) Incorporate comments from stakeholder into matrix.
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CRITERIA ITEM No. DESCRIPTION ALT-1 ALT-2 ALT-3 ALT-4 ALT-5 ALT-6
1 Total Road Length (miles) 2.6 1.9 2.7 2.3 3.0 3.0
% Road Length on Fort Belvoir (miles) 0.0 1.0 2.0 1.7 2.4 3.0
=)
3]
> Road Length off Fort Belvoir (miles) 2.6 0.9 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.0
=
<
& 2 Use of Existing Roadways and Corridors (percentage) 5% 0% 60% 70% 40% 90%
z
3 Linear Feet Elevated na na na na na na
4 Number of Grade Separated Interchanges na na na na na na
5 Volume on New Connector
North End of Connector 14,000 14,000 12,000 14,000 15,000 13,0002
0 South End of Connector 14,000 14,000 12,000 13,000 10,000 :|.4,0002
w
=
3 6 Reduction in Volume on Parallel N-S Routes
o
3 Route 1 (North of Sherwood Hall Lane) 4,000 3,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 1,0002
o
'8
§ Fairfax County Parkway (North of Kingman Road) 6,000 6,000 5,000 8,000 7,000 7,0002
=
TOTAL 10,000 9,000 7,000 10,000 9,000 8,000°
7 Reduction in Vehicle Hours of Travel (VHT) 4,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 1,000 3,000%
>
'§ 8 Route 1 - Telegraph Road Connection Fair Fair Good Good Fair Good
=
[9)
w
z
8 9 East-West Connectivity to Regional Arteries (Franconia-Springfield Parkway) Good Fair Fair Fair Good Good
10 Force Protection Issues
% Bisects Fort Belvoir North Post No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
s
E Road Length (ft) within 400 Meters of Buildings (identified in North Post Study) 0 0 0 2,860 2,895 8,907
o
x
E Road Length (ft) within 300 Meters of Buildings (identified in North Post Study) 0 0 0 1,195 1,403 5,398
g
2 Road Length (ft) within 200 Meters of Buildings (identified in North Post Study) 0 0 0 0 0 2,343
Road Length (ft) within 100 Meters of Buildings (identified in North Post Study) 0 0 0 0 0 0
11 Land Use Issues
Schools (within 500 feet) 0 2 2 0 0 0
Within Subdivisions (acres) 53 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
Within Easements (acres) 0.5 11 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
5]
>
g Zoning Overlay Districts
<
-
Within Natural Resource District (acres) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Within Water Supply Protection District (acres) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Within Historic/Heritage Protection District (acres) 0.0 0.0 12.5 12.5 125 5.5
Overall Land Use Compatibility Low Medium Medium High Low Low
12 Within Wetlands/Floodplain (acres) 23.7 6.7 14.1 5.2 2.6 0.5
13 Number of Major Stream Crossings 4 2 5 6 4 6
14 Within Upland Habitat (acres) 0.0 11.6 25.3 229 20.9 9.7
15 Potential T & E Impact (acres of wood turtle habitat; Fort Belvoir only) 0.0 5.4 11.8 51 0.0 0.0
16 Rare Ecological Communities (acres; Fort Belvoir only) 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.1 0.0
17 Conservation Areas
_ Within Wildlife Corridor (acres) 0.0 1.2 13.7 6.0 7.8 11
.
g Within Huntley Meadows (acres) 17.7 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
z
o
ﬂsf Within Other County/City Parks (acres) (inludes Fort Belvoir golf course) 13.7 8.4 2.3 2.3 15.9 12.6
z
w
Within Jackson Miles Abbott Wetland (acres) 0.0 3.3 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
Within Chesapeake Bay Resource Protection Area (acres) 23.7 4.5 11.0 7.7 3.2 1.1
18 SWMUs (within 100 feet; Fort Bevloir only) 0 0 0 0 2 1
19 Noise Sensitive Receptors (schools, churches, residents, hospitals, nursing homes) na na na na na na
.
g
2 20 Number of Cultural/Historic Sites Potentially Impacted (Fort Belvoir only) 0 0 2 2 3 8
5
O
=
3 21 Cost Estimate Range TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD
O

@ Tetra Tech July, 2003

* Rounded approximations
2 Traffic counts reflect original Alternative 6 alignment
na = not currently available
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Preliminary Feasibility Study (Phase 1) of Richmond Highway and Telegraph Road Connector

August 26, 3003
STAKEHOLDER MEETING
Fort Belvoir, VA

9:30 AM

AGENDA

Purpose: To discuss the evaluation criteria in the Matrix that will be used to evaluate the six road
corridor aternatives, address availability of data for the criteria, and solicit feedback on
the perceived advantages and disadvantages for each alternative. An information packet
containing an updated matrix, corridor map, and a draft list of advantages and

disadvantages for each alternative are provided.

Objective: The four primary objectives are to update the stakeholders on the status of the evaluation
of alternatives, achieve consensus on the evaluation criteria, address the inclusion of
readily available data in the matrix, and obtain official approval on corridor alignments
and evaluation criteria. Meeting these objectives will alow the Baltimore District to
proceed with the evaluation of alternatives and preparation of the Draft Feasibility Study
Report.

Action Items Remaining From July 29 Meeting
Written comments on the matrix
Required stand-off distances for security sensitive tenants
Final data collection with Fairfax County
Evaluation Criteria
Have the criteria requested in the July 29 meeting been added to the matrix?
Arethere any additiona criteriato be considered?
Data availability
0 Level of detail required for thislevel of study
=  Traffic models

relevant analyses
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= Off-post data
Screening methodol ogy
o Traffic models
0 GlISconstraint analysis
0 Stakeholder input
Advantages/Disadvantages of each alternative
Draft list provided as a qualitative evaluation
0 Input from the stakeholders?
Road Feasibility Study Booth (MP EIS Public Scoping Meeting)

Need to receive official signoff approval from Army, VDOT, and Fairfax County on the six
alternatives and meeting materials

Meeting scheduled for September 25, 2003 at Mount Vernon High School from 6-9 p.m.
Thoughts on what to present/handouts?

Method of receiving and documenting public comments (handout).

Future meetings

Propose having a meeting the first week of September with authorized representatives to obtain
official sign off of materialsto be presented in public meeting.

Next stakeholder meeting date?

Fairfax County, Virginia D-55 November 2003



Preliminary Feasibility Study (Phase 1) of Richmond Highway and Telegraph Road Connector

MEETING MINUTES

Subject: The Preliminary Feasibility Study of the Richmond Highway and Telegraph Road

Connector Meeting.
Attendees:
USACE, Baltimore District

David Hand (410-962-8154; david.b.hand@usace.army.mil)

Jm Simms (410-962-0684; james.|.ssmms@usace.army.mil)
NERO-DPW

Bill Sanders (757-788-5193; sanderswl @monroe.army.mil)
NERO-ENV

Chris McDaid (757-788-4496; chris.mcdaid@M onroe.army.mil)
ACSIM

Richard Bain (703-692-9207; richard.bain@hgda.army.mil)
NMUSA-PDC

Tom Genis (202-674-5265; tomgenis@aol .com)

Michagl Mancuso (202-685-2798; michael.mancuso@hgda.army.mil)

Randy Rivinus (706-566-5103; rrivinus@midland-engineering.com)
MTMC — DAR Program

Chuck Ferguson (757-599-1117; chuck.ferguson@tea.army.mil)
Fort Belvoir

LTC Kevin Tate (703-455-2532; kevin.tate@belvoir.army.mil)

Patrick McLaughlin (703-806-3193; mclaughlinp@bel voir.army.mil)

Dave Ghiglio (703-806-0068; david.j.ghiglio@belvoir.army.mil)

Fairfax County DOT

Kathy Ichter (703-324-1150; kathy.ichter@fairfaxcounty.gov)
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Mark Canale (703-324-1177; mark.canal e@fairfaxcounty.gov)
VDOT

Dic Burke (703-383-2431; richard.burke@uvirginiadot.org)
Mount Vernon Transportation Commissioner

Earl Flanagan (703-780-4709; earlflanagan@verizon.net)
Fairfax County - Lee District

Bob Heittman (703-971-0531/8519/6262; bhistac@yahoo.com)
Fairfax County - Mount Vernon District

Rose Lambert (703-780-7518; rlambe@fairfaxcounty.gov)

TransCore
John Wright (703-813-3243; john.wright@transcore.com)
Jun Villoria (703-813-3248; jun.villoria@transcore.com)
TetraTech
Sean Donahoe ([p] 703-385-6000; [f] 703-385-6007; Sean.Donahoe@tetratech-ffx.com)
Jeff Moran (703-385-6000; jeff.moran@tetratech-ffx.com)
Chris Nordstrom (703-385-6000; chris.nordstrom@tetratech-ffx.com)
Minutes:

Dave Hand (Baltimore District), Project Manager for the study, opened the meeting by stating the purpose
of the meeting and provided an overview to the agenda and handouts. He emphasized that a primary
purpose of this meeting was to gain consensus on the corridors in preparation for the upcoming public
information meeting. He requested that comments be directed to him for consideration. He then

reguested introductions from the stakehol ders.
Mr. Hand then proceeded through the meeting agenda.
Action Items Remaining From July 29 Meeting

Written comments on the matrix:
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Discussions began with the importance of receiving comments from the stakeholders prior to the
next meeting to maximize the effectiveness of stakeholder input and to maintain progress

throughout the study period.
Final data collection with Fairfax County:

County representatives agreed to assist Tetra Tech in filling data gaps. Fairfax County said they
would coordinate with Tetra Tech to acquire the data, and mentioned that a list of outstanding

data needs was available.

Evaluation Criteria
Have the criteria requested in the July 29 meeting been added to the matrix?
Arethere any additiona criteriato be considered?

A question was raised about adding other pre-existing conditions (e.g., distance to schools, utilities) as a
“baseline” for comparison. However, it was decided in the meeting that transportation is the only criteria
to be used for baseline comparison and that the remaining evaluation criteria were not affected by the

closing of Woodlawn Road.

Traffic. It was requested that more information regarding baseline conditions (Woodlawn) be
incorporated into the matrix. The response was that traffic-related studies were being conducted, and that
they would be presented in the matrix prior to the next meeting.

Destination Criteria. A suggestion to include travel time to Huntley Meadows was made. It was agreed

that a qualitative assessment of travel time to major destinations could be included in the study.

Timeline. A suggestion was made that a comparison be made of the anticipated construction timelines of
the various corridors. An agreement was reached that too many variables exist at this level of study to

provide any reasonable schedule for the alternatives.

Additional criteria. These were mentioned as possible additions to the matrix/study including mass
transit (and the participation of WMATA personnel), and emergency services. These additiona items

were outside the scope of this study.

A clarification was made that the scope of this Feasibility Study is preliminary in nature and that a
detailed analysis would be performed should this study proceed to project status.
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Traffic Models. The method of analysis and the model being used (MWCOG Model) to perform the
traffic analyses was presented to the stakeholders. An important finding from multiple traffic model runs
was also presented. The alternatives had the same relationship to each other for both two-lane and four-
lane road scenarios, and the same relationship regardless of the baseline scenario (pre-9/11, post-9/11, and
present-day scenarios were all run). There was agreement that this information needed to be clearly

presented in the public information meeting.

It was also noted that construction method (e.g., grade separation) and the resulting speeds would also be
afactor inthetravel times. Again, at thislevel of study, a detailed evaluation is not appropriate because a

corridor is being evaluated, not a specific roadway.

Level of service (LOS)/Delay Per Vehicle. Requests were made for more detailed information (level of
service, delays, and hours of congestion) to be added to the matrix. It was noted that Matrix Item 5,
“Projected Reduction,” provides a good, general estimate for time savings and that Item 6, “Woodlawn
Road Rerouted,” relates to traffic on Woodlawn prior to 9/11. Also, Items 3 and 4 look at reduction from

two specific points.

Items 7 and 8 on the Matrix (LOS and Delay per vehicle) were considered to be too detailed for
the aurrent year but would be included in the out-year model. In addition, an explanation that
these data were calculated by selecting multiple points on parallel facilities and comparing to the
aternatives was provided. They reiterated that Item 5, “Projected reduction...,” is a good,
aggregate view of the traffic. It was suggested that the language used be less technical and

therefore amore “generic” title for that criteria be used.

There was a request to include LOS information on the matrix. Fairfax County agreed to work
with Tetra Tech and TransCore in identifying two-off post intersections and comparing the LOS

with each alternative.

Projections. There was aso discussion about running future year model runs to show the effectiveness
of the alternatives in out years. TransCore agreed to run the more detailed analysis in the out years but
stated that it would not be run for the current year analysis. The out year was initially going to be run for
year 2010. TransCore later realized that the MWCOG model was not calibrated for year 2010 and
recommended that the 2025 model, currently being used as the traffic model for the Fort Belvoir Master
Plan, be used.
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It was stated that the model conditions assume DoD access on Beulah, and that if it was removed, the

numbers may need to be adjusted.

A recommendation was made to include all assumptions regarding the number of intersections, access
points, and so forth in the model. 1t was explained that all assumptions would be included with the model
runs. It was also pointed out that the model is analyzing a four-lane corridor and that details regarding

overpasses vs. at-grade intersections were not detailed in this study.

Fairfax County suggested current traffic analyses could be based on fewer criteria, but that future
conditions should involve a more detailed presentation. It was noted that typically 1.5 to 2 percent growth
increases are assumed in County models, with around 2 percent being the recommended level for this

area

ForceProtection. Fort Belvoir suggested that a decision paper should be drafted and forwarded through
Army channels to get approval for setbacks being used in this study. Tetra Tech stated they would draft
this document and provide it to the Baltimore District who could finaize it and send it to Fort Belvoir.
USACE-Omaha was noted as being skilled in force protection issues and that should future, more detailed
studies warrant, they may be a useful resource in determining mitigating force protection measures (e.g.,

facility hardening, power substation relocation).

Costing. The planned methodology for cost estimating was presented to the stakeholders. A basic, four-
lane, at-grade road would be the starting point, and additional “add-ons,” such as grade-separated
interchanges and wildlife overpasses, would be presented as “cost per unit” items. A recommendation to

provide arange of costs to represent alow and a high price/order of magnitude was made.

Off-Post Data. There was a brief discussion about the availability of Fairfax County data during the
meeting. An agreement was made between Fairfax County and Tetra Tech to work together on
determining what data are available and what was going to be included in the matrix. There were aso
discussions regarding the Virginia Electric and Power Company (VEPCO) substation that would be
impacted by Alternatives 1 and 2. The stakeholders agreed that the appropriate action would be to

consider relocation of the substation and include this action in the cost estimate.

Screening Methodology. It was emphasized that stakeholder input was the critical component of the
screening methodology and that each stakeholder should provide feedback as issues are identified, and
not wait for the next stakeholder meeting.

Advantages/Disadvantages of each alternative
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Draft list provided as a qualitative evaluation

Input from the stakeholders. The purpose for providing the list of Advantages/Disadvantages was to
share a “working copy” with the stakeholders and solicit a response to add or remove items from the list

prior to the next meeting.
Road Feasibility Study Booth (MP EIS Scoping Meeting)

Need to receive official signoff approval from Army, VDOT, and Fairfax County on the six alternatives
and meeting materials. A representative from each primary stakeholder (Army, VDOT, Fairfax County)
needs to be identified so that these representatives would be the single point of contact for each agency

for approving the materials to be presented during the public meeting.

A mesting is scheduled for September 25, 2003, at Mount Vernon High School from 69 p.m. LTC Tate
explained that the Notice of Intent (NOI) release package is currently under review and needs to be
advertised by September 10, 2003, in order for the September 25, 2003, scoping meeting to take place.
There was significant discussion about holding joint meetings and the latest date that a “courtesy
meeting” for this study could be held. It was emphasized that it was not the intent of the public
information booth to become a “public scoping meeting” because this would occur formally during the
next phase when an EIS would be prepared if the road study were to move forward as a project. To that
end, the point was raised that it would be better to keep the meeting combined if possible. LTC Tate
suggested reserving Mount Vernon High School for a date in mid-Octaober as a back-up plan for a public
meeting if the NOI release package is not advertised by September 10, 2003.

Thoughts on what to present/handouts. The primary discussion on this topic was to clarify that a
public meeting is not required at this stage of the study. This study is not yet a project and therefore, the
NEPA process requiring a formal public meeting is not within the scope of work. This meeting is

considered a courtesy meeting to share information with the public and collect written comments only.

Method of receiving and documenting public comments (handout). It was agreed that a comment
form would be provided at the booth for the public to fill out. The comments would be compiled and
added as an appendix to the Draft Feasibility Study Report. It was also suggested that if the meeting does
not take place in time for the report to be submitted, an addendum report could be prepared that would

include the public comments as an appendix.

Future Meetings:
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A tentative date of September 16, 2003, was set for our next meeting. This meeting was recommended to

coincide with the TRT meeting and serve as a status briefing to the TRT members.

It was agreed that representatives from each primary stakeholder would present a project update to the
TRT members and give final approval of the public scoping materials.

Schedule:

Although the schedule was not specifically discussed during the meeting, the following schedule is
presented to allow all stakeholders to plan for the remaining tasks in this study. This schedule will be
discussed at the next stakeholder meeting.

October 17, 2003: Draft Feasibility Study Report to Stakeholders
October 28, 2003: Review comments from Stakeholders to Baltimore District
November 5, 2003: On-board review of important issues raised in stakeholder review comments

November 12, 2003: Submit Draft Preliminary Feasibility Report to IMA-NERO

Action Items:
Corps (1) Review matrix and provide comments.
(2) Forward review comments from stakeholders to Tetra Tech.
(3) Provide setback decision paper to LTC Tate.
FB (1) Review matrix and provide written comments to Dave Hand.
VDOT (1) Review matrix and provide written comments to Dave Hand.

FFX County (1) Review matrix and provide written comments to Dave Hand.
(2) Work with Tetra Tech in pulling together relevant data in County records/data.
TetraTech (2) Distribute meeting minutes.

(2) Draft a Setback Decision Paper, send to Baltimore District who will provide it to Fort
Belvoir.
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(3) Continue coordination with Fairfax County to incorporate additional datainto matrix
(4) Incorporate comments from stakeholders into matrix.

(5) Perform additional traffic model runsfor out year (2025).

(6) Reserve Mount Vernon High School for mid-October “ courtesy meeting.”

(7) Proceed with public scoping meeting planning and prepare meeting materials.

(8) Contact VEPCO to determine possible relocation of the substation.

Others (1) Review matrix and provide written comments to Dave Hand.
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Handout 1

Advantages and Disadvantages of the Six Alternatives

Alternative 1. This corridor is the only proposed alignment that is entirely off-post. The 2.6-mile
corridor is located east of Fort Belvoir and represents the easternmost corridor evaluated in this study.
The corridor extends from Route 1 starting at several existing “T” intersections, identified as
Subalternatives A, B, C, and D. Each road “T” intersects with Pole Road. The corridor extends north
from Pole Road through park land and northeasterly along the western boundary of Huntley Meadows to
Telegraph Road, making a four-way intersection at Telegraph Road.

Advantages:
No on-post force protection impacts.*
Provides one of the most significant reduction in traffic on parallel north-south routes.
Provides the largest reduction in Vehicle Hours Traveled per day.
Only alternative that is not with in Fort Belvoir’ swildlife corridor.
Only alternative with no upland habitat impacts.
Does not bisect the North Post.
No impact to cultural/historic aress.

Fewest utility crossings.

Disadvantages:
Has the lowest local-level user benefit.
One of the longest corridors at 3 miles.
Not a continuous corridor from Route 1 to Telegraph Road (four-Subalternatives).
Alignment is ailmost entirely in the Huntley Meadows Park, approximately 20 acres, which is an
environmentally sensitive area, and approximately 25 acres of wetlands and floodplains.
May impact U.S. Coast Guard facility (off-post).

Majority of corridor is new roadway.

Alternative 2. The southern half of this corridor is common with Alternative 1. The corridor veers from

Alternative 1 alignment just south of Huntley Meadows where it extends northwest along the northeastern
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boundary of Fort Belvoir creating a“T” intersection with Telegraph Road, between Old Telegraph Road
and Hayfield Road.

Advantages:
Has one of the least impacts on force protection of the on-post alternatives.
This corridor is the shortest route at less than 2 miles.
Least number of major stream crossings.
Has the largest reduction in VVehicles Miles Traveled per day.
Does not bisect the North Post.

No impact to cultural/historic aress.

Disadvantages:

Force Protection-proximity to a security sensitive facility.
0 ~ 2,000 feet of the corridor iswith in 400 meters.
0 Tenant organization concerned about commuters observing delivery activities at security

sensitive facilities.

0 Passeswithin 700 feet of Hayfield Secondary School.
0 Passeswithin 350 feet of Hayfield Elementary School.
Electric Substation in southwest corner of HEC.
Runs parallel with overhead high-tension electric lines.
Not a continuous corridor from Route 1 to Telegraph Road (four-Subalternatives).

Majority of corridor is new roadway.

Alternative 3. This corridor is one of three aternatives that begin with Old Mill Road. The alternative
extends from Route 1 as a “T” intersection, just east of the Old Mill Road intersection. The corridor
aligns with Old Mill Road just north of the entrance to Woodlawn Plantation and continues along Old
Mill Road where it terminates at Meeres Road. The corridor begins a new alignment in a northerly
direction then veers to the northeast towards Fort Belvoir’s eastern boundary. It aligns with Alternative 2
just south of HECSA and extends northwest along Fort Belvoir’s northeast border until it createsa “T”
intersection with Telegraph Road, between Old Telegraph Road and Hayfield Road.

Advantages:

Has one of the least impacts on force protection of the on-post alternatives.
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Least impacts on parkland (includes Fort Belvoir Golf Course and County parks).
Good connectivity between Route 1 and Telegraph Road.

Disadvantages:
Force Protection-proximity to a security sensitive facility.
0 ~ 2,000 feet of the corridor iswith in 400 meters.
0 Tenant organization concerned about commuters observing delivery activities at security
sensitive facilities.
0 Passeswithin 700 feet of Hayfield Secondary School.
0 Passeswithin 350 feet of Hayfield Elementary School.
Largest impact on wood turtle habitat.
Highest impacts on floodplain and wetland areas for on-post alternatives.
Electric substation in southwest corner of HEC.
Runs parallel with overhead high-tension electric lines.
Largest on-post take projections.

Alternative 4. This corridor is common with Alternative 3 along its southern portion. The corridor
continues in the direction of Old Mill Road transecting the North Post until it makes a “T” intersection
with Telegraph Road between Old Telegraph Road and Beulah Street.

Advantages:
Has one of the highest volumes of traffic reduction on parallel north-south routes.
Has one of the highest volumes of local traffic on this proposed corridor.
Has one of the highest reductionsin Vehicle Miles Traveled per day.
Not in close proximity to any schools.
Least impacts on parkland (includes Fort Belvoir Golf Course and County parks).
Good connectivity between Route 1 and Telegraph Road.
No impact to Huntley Meadows.
May be extended to behind old landfill to provide connectivity to Beulah Street.

Disadvantages:
Force Protection-Between two security sensitive facilities.
0 ~ 3,000 feet of the corridor with in 400 meters.
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0 ~ 1,000 feet of the corridor with in 300 meters.
Bisects Fort Belvoir North Post.

Majority of corridor is new roadway.

Alternative 5. This corridor is common with Alternatives 3 and 4 along its southern portion. After
extending north beyond Meeres Road, the corridor veers to the west then north in an “S-curve” pattern

where it aligns with Beulah Street near the four-way intersection at Telegraph Road.

Advantages:
Not in close proximity to any schools
Good connectivity between Route 1 and Telegraph Road
Highest volume of traffic at the north end of the connector

Direct access to existing Beulah Street (four-way intersection)

Disadvantages:
Force Protection-proximity to a security sensitive facility
0 ~ 3,000 feet of the corridor iswith in 400 meters
0 ~ 1,500 feet of the corridor iswith in 300 meters
0 One of the least beneficial corridor with respect to Vehicle Hours Traveled
Impacts the North Post Golf Course
Majority of corridor is new roadway
Bisects the North Post

Lowest volume of traffic at the south end of the corridor

Alternative 6 This corridor reopens and widens Woodlawn Road from Route 1 to JJ Kingman Road.
The corridor makes a 90-degree bend to the west onto JJ Kingman Road. The corridor follows JJ
Kingman Road to the west until it makes another 90-degree bend to the north onto Beulah Street. The
corridor extends north along Beulah Street until it terminates at the existing four-way intersection at
Telegraph Road.

Advantages:
Has one of the highest volume of local traffic using this proposed corridor

Least amount of wetland impacts
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Only on-post aternative that does not further impact Fort Belvoir’s wildlife corridor
Good connectivity between Route 1 and Telegraph Road
Majority of corridor is existing roadway

Direct access to existing Beulah Street (four-way intersection)

Disadvantages:

Force Protection-proximity to two security sensitive facilities

0 Combined, ~ 9,000 feet of the corridor iswith in 400 meters

0 Combined, ~ 5,500 feet of the corridor iswith in 300 meters

0 Combined, ~ 2,500 feet of the corridor iswith in 200 meters
Existing section of Woodlawn Road would need to be widened to four lanes
One of the least beneficial corridor with respect to Vehicle Hours Traveled
Potentially impacts the largest number of cultural/historic sites
Impacts the North Post Golf Course
Largest number of road miles of the Fort Belvoir corridors (3 miles)
Largest take projection

Impacts the largest number of utility crossings
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August 26, 2003 Stakeholder Meeting

o DESCRIPTION ALT-1 ALT-2 ALT-3 ALT-4 ALT-5 ALT6
y 1 |[Total Road Length (miles) 2.6 1.9 2.7 2.3 3.0 3.0
E Road Length on Fort Belvoir (miles) 0.0 1.0 2.0 1.7 24 3.0
E Road Length off Fort Belvoir (miles) 2.6 0.9 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.0
2 2 |Use of Existing Roadways and Corridors (percentage) 5% 0% 60% 70% 40% 90%
3 |Projected Volume on New Connector
North End of Connector (at Telegraph Road) 14,000 14,000 12,000 14,000 16,000 15,000
South End of Connector (at U.S. Route 1) 14,000 14,000 11,000 13,000 10,000 18,000
4 Projected Reduction in Volume on Parallel N-S Routes
Route 1 (North of Sherwood Hall Lane) 4,000 3,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000
Fairfax County Parkway (North of John J. Kingman Road) 6,000 6,000 5,000 8,000 7,000 6,000
g Total 10,000 9,000 7,000 10,000 9,000 8,000
§ 5 Projected Reduction in Vehicle Hours of Travel (VHT) 4,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 1,000 1,000
E 6 |woodlawn Road Traffic Rerouted to New Connector 3,000 4,000 4,000 5,000 4,000 5,000
E 7 Projected Level of Service (LOS) Analysis Pending
g 8 |Delay Per Vehicle
Baseline Analysis Pending
Projected Analysis Pending
9 Projected Hours of Congestion Analysis Pending
10 |Route 1 - Telegraph Road Connection Fair Poor Fair Fair Good Good
11 |East-West Connectivity to Regional Arteries (Franconia-Springfield Parkway) Good Fair Fair Fair Good Good
12 |Fort Belvoir Force Protection
Crosses Fort Belvoir Boundary No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
= On -Post Road Crossings
% State/Local Roads 0 0 4 8 5 12
g Unpaved/Service Roads 1 0 0 0 1 1
4
; Proximity to Security Sensitive Facilities
g Road Length (ft) within 400 Meters 0 2,006 2,006 2,860 2,895 8,907
= Road Length (ft) within 300 Meters 0 0 0 1,195 1,403 5,398
Road Length (ft) within 200 Meters 0 0 0 0 0 2,343
Road Length (ft) within 100 Meters 0 0 0 0 0 0
13  [Proximity (feet) to Schools Within 7,500 Feet
Fort Belvoir Elementary 6,300 6,300 1,400 1,400 1,400 560
Hayfield Elementary 4,500 660 660 2,900 6,300 7,000
Hayfield Secondary 5,600 330 330 2,100 6,200 6,200
Woodlawn Elementary 1,400 1,400 4,100 4,100 4,100 7,500
14 a:;ri\ri:aia:;geggze(;g:qco; Acres; Dominion Virginia Power; Available Fort Belvoir Data Limited to Dominion 0.4 13 11 0.0 0.0 0.0
15 [Utility Crossings (Fort Belvoir Only; FFX CO Data Pending)
Cable Television Data Source Not Identified
Electric (Dominion Virginia Power) 1 6 (1 Parallel) 5 (1 Parallel) 2 5 7 (3 Parallel)
Gas 0 1 1 1 1 3 (1 Parallel)
Sanitary Sewer 0 0 0 0 0 5 (2 Parallel)
Stormwater 0 0 0 0 1 3
Telephone Data Source Not Identified
Water 0 | 1 | 1Paraliey | 1paratley | s(paralle) | 7 Paralle)
16 [Take Projections - Fairfax County
uw Within Subdivisions (acres) 6.4 | 0.3 | 0.3 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0
2 Dwelling Units Analysis Pending- FFX CO Records Research Assistance for Multi-Family Unit Developments Requested
% Developed Acres (no approved plan for improvements on file) FFX CO Data Not Readily Available in GIS Format; FFX CO Records Research Assistance Requested
Developed Acres (approved plan for improvements on file) FFX CO Data Not Readily Available in GIS Format; FFX CO Records Research Assistance Requested
Undeveloped Acres (no approved development plan on file) FFX CO Data Not Readily Available in GIS Format; FFX CO Records Research Assistance Requested
Undeveloped Acres (approved development plan on file) FFX CO Data Not Readily Available in GIS Format; FFX CO Records Research Assistance Requested
Total Acres FFX CO Data Not Readily Available in GIS Format; FFX CO Records Research Assistance Requested
17 [Take Projections - Fort Belvoir
Dwelling Units (within 100 feet) 0 0 0 0 0 4
Natural Based Constraints (acres) 0.0 275 47.3 273 25.2 70.6
Operational Based Constraints (acres) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cultural Based Constraints (acres) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1
Developable Land (acres) 0.0 0.0 4.6 4.5 18.7 27.4
Total Acres 0.0 275 53.9 31.8 43.9 98.1
18 |Zoning Overlay Districts
Within Natural Resource District (acres) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Within Water Supply Protection District (acres) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.4 0.0
Within Historic/Heritage Protection District (acres) 0.0 0.0 13.4 134 134 5.9
Overall Land Use Compatibility Low Medium Medium High Low Low
19 |within Wetlands (Fort Belvoir)/Floodplains (FFX CO) (acres) 23.6 7.1 15.0 5.6 3.0 0.5
20 |Number of Major Stream Crossings 4 2 5 4 4 5
21 |within Upland Habitat (Fort Belvoir) (acres) 0.0 12.3 26.9 24.4 27.4 10.6
22 |Potential T & E Impact
Fort Belvoir (Wood turtle habitat) 0.0 | 57 [ 12.7 | 55 [ 0.0 | 0.0
Fairfax County Analysis Pending - USFWS and Natural Heritage Data Requested
23 |Rare Ecological Communities acres (Fort Belvoir only) 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 13 | 0.1 | 0.0
24 |Conservation Areas
E Within Wildlife Corridor (Fort Belvoir Only) (acres) 0.0 1.3 14.7 6.4 8.3 15
E Within Huntley Meadows (acres) 19.2 3.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
é Within Other County/City Parks (acres) (includes Fort Belvoir golf course) 14.9 9.0 25 25 17.0 135
% Within Jackson Miles Abbott Wetland (acres) 0.0 3.6 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
Within Chesapeake Bay Resource Protection Area (acres) 24.7 4.7 11.7 8.2 3.5 12
25 |SWMUs, Landfills, Septic Systems
SWMUs (Landfills) - Fort Belvoir, within 100 feet 0 0 0 0 2
Active Landfills - FFX CO, within 100 feet 0 0 0 0 0 0
Septic Systems - FFX CO, within 100 feet FFX CO Data Not Readily Available in GIS Format; Records Research Assistance Requested
26 |Noise Sensitive Receptors Within 750 Feet
Residences Analysis Pending - Records Research for Multi-Family Unit Developments Requested
Other (Schools, Churches, Hospitals, Nursing Homes) Analysis Pending - Records Research for Building Types Requested
27 |Cultural/Historic Areas Impacted
Fort Belvoir (Total Sites) 0 0 2 2 3 8
Eligible 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 Potentially Eligible 0 0 0 0 2 5
5 Not Eligible 0 0 2 2 1 3
o
3 Fairfax County (Total Sites) Data Request Submitted to FFX CO Archaeological Department
Eligible Data Request Submitted to FFX CO Archaeological Department
Potentially Eligible Data Request Submitted to FFX CO Archaeological Department
Not Eligible Data Request Submitted to FFX CO Archaeological Department
:8: 28 [Total TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD
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Preliminary Feasibility Study (Phase 1) of Richmond Highway and Telegraph Road Connector

September 16, 2003
TRANSPORTATION RESOLUTION TEAM (TRT) MEETING
Fort Belvoir, VA
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Study Overview

» Local Traffic Congestion and Road Closure
— Woodlawn Road and Beulah Street (state owned/maintained)

— Force protection measure
e Congressional Mandate for Study
— Evaluate the feasibility of re-establishing a connector road between
U.S. Route 1 and Telegraph Road
» Project Scope: identify potential long-term solutions
» Perform engineering & environmental analysis
* Project Team Members
— Dave Hand, Project Manager, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,

Baltimore District
— AndreaWaker, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District

— TetraTech Inc., Contractor
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Purpose and Procedure

 |dentify areasonable number of on- and off-
post corridor alternatives to compensate for
the closure of Woodlawn Road and Beulah

Street

o Submit study to the Department of the
Army (DA)
— DA to make decision on project viability
— Detailled NEPA studies would follow
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Primary Stakeholders

e Department of the Army
— Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District
— Fort Belvair
— IMA/NERO
—~MTMC

e Fairfax County
 Virginia Department of Transportation

(%)
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Background/Prior Studies

L ockheed Van-Dorn Connector Study

Allermative Not | Primary Reasons for

YR R NG W Ly S S _ o
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14l Proposed Corridors f] Further (Red) st
BN Lockheed Study |
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tensive impacts on
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Background/Prior Studies

North Post Transportation Study

US Army Corps
Of Engineers
Baltimore District




| dentification of Alter natives

e Congressional Mandate Reguirements
— Woodlawn Road
— Old Mill Road
— On-post/Off-post

— Prior Studies
 Lockheed Connector Study
* North Post Transportation Study

— 2003 Stakeholder Generated

(%)
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Consolidated Alternatives

June 2003

Pt T T RN
! Route 1/Telegraph Road Corridor
Alternatives Considered

Road Construction Projects
Fairfax County Propc
i ==ort Belvoir Norih Py

US Army Corps
Of Engineers
Baltimore District



Evaluation of Alternatives

* Presentation/analysis of corridor maps

e Development/analysis of a summary matrix

— Data collection from Fort Belvoir and Fairfax County
 GISlayers
» Records research

— Custom GI S impact assessment program devel oped

— Traffic modeling (TransCore)
e MWCOG Model
e Existing Y ear, Horizon Y ear (2025)

 Stakeholder input/regular stakeholder meetings
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Selected Alternatives (A-G)

p st-West Richmond Highway/
Telegraph Road Connector Alternatives

US Army Corps /

Of Engineers
Baltimore District



Summary Matrix
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Alternative A

Advantages
*  Hasone of the highest volumes of local traffic using this proposed corridor
*  Lowest impact to impacts

e Only on-post aternative that does not further impact Fort Belvoir’ swildlife
corridor

*  Good connectivity between U.S. Route 1 and Telegraph Road
*  Mgority of corridor is existing roadway
»  Direct accessto existing Beulah Street (4-way intersection)

Disadvantages

. Force protection-proximity to 2 security-sensitive facilities
— ~9000 feet of the corridor isw/in 400 meters
— ~ 5500 feet of the corridor isw/in 300 meters
— ~ 2500 feet of the corridor isw/in 200 meters

*  Exidting section of Woodlawn Road would need to be widened to 4-lanes

*  Oneof the least beneficia corridors with respect to Vehicle Hours Traveled
*  Potentially impacts the largest number of cultural/historic sites

*  Impactsthe North Post golf course

*  Largest number of road miles of the Fort Belvoir corridors (3 miles)

* Impactsthe largest number of utility crossings




Alternative B

Advantages:

*  Not in close proximity to any schools

e Good connectivity between U.S. Route 1 and Telegraph Road
e Highest volume of traffic at the north end of the connector

»  Direct access to existing Beulah Street (4-way intersection)

Disadvantages:
*  Force protection-proximity to a security sensitive facility
— ~ 3000 feet of the corridor isw/in 400 meters
— ~ 1500 feet of the corridor isw/in 300 meters
*  Oneof theleast beneficial corridor with respect to Vehicle Hours Traveled
e Impactsthe North Post golf course
Mgority of corridor is new roadway
*  Bisectsthe North Post
*  Lowest volume of traffic at the south end of the corridor




Alternative C

Advantages:
»  Hasone of the highest volumes of traffic reduction on parallel north-south
routes

»  Hasone of the highest volumes of local traffic on this proposed corridor
e  Hasone of the highest reductionsin Vehicle Miles Traveled per day

e Not in close proximity to any schools

e  Leastimpact on parkland

»  Good connectivity between U.S. Route 1 and Telegraph Road

*  Noimpact to Huntley Meadows

*  May be extended behind old landfill to provide connectivity to Beulah
Street

Disadvantages:

»  Force Protection- between 2 security sensitive facilities
— ~ 3000 feet of the corridor isw/in 400 meters
— ~1000 feet of the corridor isw/in 300 meters

*  Bisectsthe North Post

*  Mgority of corridor is new roadway




Alternative D

Advantages:
» Hasone of the least impacts on force protection of the on-post
aternatives

e Least impacts on parkland
e Good connectivity between U.S. Route 1 and Telegraph Road

Disadvantages:

»  Force Protection-proximity to a security sensitive facility
— ~2000 feet of the corridor isw/in 400 meters
— Tenant organization concerned about commuters observing

delivery activities at security sensitive facilities

e Passesw/in 700 feet of Hayfield Secondary School

o Passesw/in 350 feet of Hayfield Elementary School

o  Greatest impact on wood turtle habitat

* Highest impact to wetlands (of on-post alternatives)

» Electrical substation in SW corner of HEC

* Runsparale with overhead high-tension electric lines
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Alternative E

Advantages:
»  Hasone of the lowest impacts on force protection of the on post alternatives

e Thiscorridor isthe shortest route at less than 2 miles (excluding
subalternatives)

e Lowest number of major stream crossings

» Hasthelargest reduction in Vehicles Miles Traveled per day
*  Doesnot bisect the North Post

*  Noimpact to cultural/historic areas

Disadvantages.
. Force Protection-proximity to a security sensitive facility
— ~2000 feet of the corridor isw/in 400 meters
— Tenant organization concerned about commuters observing delivery
activities at security sensitive facilities
e Passesw/in 700 feet of Hayfield Secondary School
»  Passesw/in 350 feet of Hayfield Elementary School
*  Electric Substation in SW corner of HEC
*  Runs parallel with overhead high-tension electric lines
*  Not acontinuous corridor from U.S. Route 1 to Telegraph (4-subalternatives)
e  Magority of corridor is new roadway




Alternative F

Advantages:

No on-post force protection impacts

This corridor provides one of the most significant reductionsin traffic on
parallel north-south routes

Provides the largest reduction in Vehicle Hours Traveled per day
Only alternative that is not w/in Fort Belvoir’ swildlife corridor
Does not bisect the North Post

No impact to cultural/historic areas

Fewest utility crossings

Disadvantages.

Has the lowest local level user benefit
One of the longest corridors at 3 miles

Not a continuous corridor from U.S. Route 1 to Telegraph Road (4-
Subalternatives)

Alignment is almost entirely in the Huntley Meadows Park, ~20 acres,
which is an environmentally sensitive area, and impacts ~25 acres of
wetlands/floodplains

May impact U.S. Coast Guard facility (off-post)
Majority of corridor is new roadway




Advantages:
— Anaysisin Progress

Disadvantages:

Alter native

— Analysisin Progress

US Army Corps
Of Engineers
Baltimore District
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Cost

e Macro-level cost estimate

» Basdline cost ($/linear foot/4-lane roadway)
— Reference = Telegraph Road

e Additional items
— Infrastructure: at-grade intersections, traffic lights,
split-grade interchanges
— Force Protection: proximity to security sensitive
facilities
— Land Use: Existing and proposed land uses

— Environmental: stream crossings, wetlands, wildlife
corridor, noise, etc.
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Project Timeline

Public Information Meetings

— Interagency- Preferred Date: October 6, 2-5 pm, South
Fairfax Government Center

— Public- Preferred Date: October 22, 6-9 pm, Mount Vernon
HS

Draft Report

— To stakeholders October 17

— 10-day comment period
Final Report

— Tothe DA thefirst week of November
Army Decision

— Late 2003 (Anticipated)
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Preliminary Feasibility Study (Phase 1) of Richmond Highway and Telegraph Road Connector

September 16, 2003

“POST” TRT ROAD STUDY SUB MEETING—WOODLAWN WORKING GROUP
Fort Belvoir, VA

Immediately following the TRT meeting.

AGENDA
Final Approvals of Corridors for Public Presentation:

Receive stakeholder signoff on specific corridor alignments
Make slight route corridor adjustments as needed

Approval for Booth/Display Concept:
Large Poster Display

0 Photograph with overlay of corridors, key features, and prominent shopping and

employment centers in the ROI.
Large Poster Display

0 Project overview/summary (describes a Feasibility Study, project goas, timelines,

potential next phases).
Handout (11 x 17)

0 Side 1-Photograph with overlay of corridors, key features, and prominent shopping and

employment centersin the ROI.

0 Side 2-Simplified matrix with emphasis on traffic data and travel times, possibly an

overview of project and corridor summary.
Commitment of Agency Representatives:

Identify which agencies will be present and who will be their representatives at the meeting
(Tentative dates: Public Meeting, October 22 or October 29; Agency Meeting, TBD).

Fairfax County, Virginia D-92 November 2003
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APPENDIX E
COORDINATION MEETING

AGENDAS, HANDOUTS, AND MINUTES

Fairfax County, Virginia E-1 November 2003



Preliminary Feasibility Study (Phase 1) of Richmond Highway and Telegraph Road Connector

July 9, 2003

COORDINATION MEETINGS-RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITIESINITIATIVE (RCI)
Fort Belvoir, VA

10:00 p.m.

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD
Subject: Fort Belvoir Corridor Impacts/USACE Road Study - Summary Minutes
Purpose: To record a summary of the minutes of the meeting held on Wednesday, July 9, 2003,

10:00p.m., in Building 766, the Fort Belvoir RCI Conference Room, in reference to the
Corridor Impacts as they relate to the Fort Belvoir RCI project.

Attendees:

Mr. David Hand U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore
Mr. Maury Crallé Director of Housing, Fort Belvoir

Mr. Chris Guidi Clark Pinnacle, LLC

Mr. Jeff Moran Tetra Tech, Inc.

Mr. Sean Donahoe Tetra Tech, Inc.

Mr. Tom Magness Tetra Tech, Inc.

Mr. Joe Jones RCI Assistant Project Manager, Fort Belvoir
Mr. Dave Ghiglio DPW&L, Fort Belvoir

Mr. Richard Bain DPW&L, Fort Belvoir

Ms. Cheri Thompson RCI Development Plan Coordinator, Fort Belvoir
Minutes:

Opening Remarks: Mr. Hand began with an explanation of the purpose of the meeting: to reach out to
the different tenants and activities on Fort Belvoir to flush out corridor alternatives and discover possible
impacts on the different activities/projects. He explained the role of TetraTech, which has been
contracted to provide analysis and options of an East/West connector corridor through Fort Belvoir. This

corridor is proposed to connect Telegraph Road to Richmond Highway (U.S. Route 1).

Business: Mr. Hand explained that the issue of a connector route sprang from the closing of Woodlawn
Road/Beulah Street to the public with the implementation of Forced Protection. He noted that thereis no
project yet to build a connector road. He stated that the mission isto first identify al of the issues, and

second to provide the compiled information to the “ decisionmakers.”
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Preliminary Feasibility Study (Phase 1) of Richmond Highway and Telegraph Road Connector

Mr. Crallé stated that he was concerned about not having atime schedule. He asked if this project needed
to be delivered to the Army in time for the 2006 budget. Mr. Hand reiterated that there is not a project at
thistime. The studies need to be pulled together to determine if there should be a project and what type,
and then get permission to go forward. Mr. Hand admitted that he did not know the outcome of the study
at thistime. Mr. Bain noted that he has been given a directive to speed up for a 2005 project and asked if
this study would be part of that directive. Mr. Hand answered no, then noted that the Fort Belvoir
Environmental Impact Study (EIS) public scoping meeting is scheduled for September. Mr. Bain stated
that Dr. Fiori has asked if thisissue could be made a 2005 project and asked if we should try to move the
project up. Mr. Ghiglio noted that everything would have to be completed by January 2004 in order to
meet the deadline for the 2005 budget schedule. He observed that a decision for action would have to be
made right now. Mr. Hand stated that there is no project, decision, or action right now. Mr. Ghiglio stated
that we need a solution to the problem; perhaps a report should be submitted to DA stating the problem
with the options for solution and ask them to pick one. Mr. Hand stated that the project has not been

determined to be amilitary or nonmilitary project at thistime.

Mr. Crallé stated that one option would be to do nothing; just say the road is closed and another one will
not be built. Another option would be to provide funding with the stipulation that the connector route be
built somewhere else. Mr. Hand stated that theoretically the existing route could be reopened, provided
additional gates and barriers were added. He explained that there are two types of solutions: short-term
and long-term. Mr. Ghiglio stated that approximately $9.1 to $10.1 million had been funded and is
available for improvements of Route 1. Mr. Crallé asked for a chart to be created to show the timeline of
this project for submission. Mr. Bain was asked to send an email to Dr. Fiori stating that the project

cannot happen in 2005.

Mr. Bain asked if a near end solution was being considered. Mr. Hand stated that to pre-suppose there is
anext step is premature. He explained that there will be a decisionmaker who will ask: “Isthere a
solution that we want to go forward with?” and that decisionmaker will identify the players. Mr. Hand
stated that his job, along with Tetra Tech, isto identify alternatives. Mr. Crallé noted that he will be
looking to Mr. Hand to identify the issues and to find a preferred solution and get is approved. Mr.
Ghiglio stated that atimeline is needed to show the dates for DA submission, and Army submission to
Congress, including cost and a solution. Mr. Hand stated that the first date on the timeline would be the

public scoping session in September.
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Mr. Ghiglio asked if this project is being tied into the Fort Belvoir Master Plan. Mr. Hand stated that the
project is being tied in with the Fort Belvoir Master Plan so that the fort can be a participant in the public
scoping meeting. He stated that it was decided that this would be the prudent way to proceed. Mr. Crallé
noted that it may be possible to have much of the planning completed, approved, and incorporated in the
Master Plan EIS. There was discussion pertaining to the timeline and if the solutions for the project
could be completed in time to go to Congress and be presented for the President’ s budget in January
2005.

Short-term and long-term solution options were discussed. Mr. Hand stated that the DA would have to
tell the public if there is no short-term solution. Realistically the connector route would not be complete
until approximately 2009-2010. Mr. Bain stated that he needed to send an answer back to Dr. Fiori in 2

weeks on this matter.

Mr. Hand stated that his plan is to have the public scoping meeting in September, provide information to
DA in November, and reach adecision in December. Mr. Bain noted that September 3 is the date for the
EIS public scoping meeting for the Master Plan. It was noted that Tetra Tech is compiling the EIS for the
Master Plan. Mr. Crallé asked if a draft would be ready by November 1. Mr. Donahoe answered yes.

It was noted that Fairfax County administration has aready selected a corridor that they would like to
have built; it would be prudent for Fort Belvoir to finalize its position. Mr. Hand stated that alist of
potentia pros and cons would be created for each proposed route. He would like to see what impacts
each of these routes would have on RCI as well as other agencies on-post. 1t was noted that two of the
aternatives, Alternatives 5 and 6, passed through Fort Belvoir proper and would not affect the RCI
planned development. Mr. Crallé asked that al information be linked through Mr. Bain.

Discussing the six aternatives, Mr. Crallé noted that Alternatives 1 and 2 did not meet the criteriato be
considered as an Alternative because the drawn lines did not connect with Route 1. Mr. Hand stated that
his intention was to provide a corridor from Telegraph Road to Route 1 and there are already several
connections from Pole Road to Route 1. Mr. Crallé suggested that the green lines be drawn al the way to
Route 1 and Mr. Ghiglio agreed. Mr. Bain stated that the county did not want to show the lines all the
way to Route 1 because one of the lines would pass by Woodlawn Elementary School, which could result
inapublic outcry. Mr. Crallé noted that Alternative 1 was drawn across Huntley Meadows. He
suggested that the County would never approve that route, however, Mr. Hand said it needed to be
included in this study. Mr. Hand noted that Old Van Dorn Street was considered, but not included
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because its location was too far north. He stated that Alternative 1 would probably not be considered but
needed to be addressed in the study, Alternative 2 would impact the wildlife corridor, and Alternative 3
could cross the Jackson Abbot Wetland Refuge, which may not be acceptable. Mr. Crallé stated that there
was a possibility to build Alternative 1 without crossing Huntley Meadows and Mr. Ghiglio agreed. Mr.
Hand noted that several of the alternatives crossed land that was not owned by Fort Belvoir. Alternatives
2, 3, and 4 all crossed land belonging to the Humphries Engineer Center. Mr. Crallé stated that
Alternative 2 had been discussed between MG Jackson and Senator John Warner. Mr. Hand felt that
Alternative 2 would be the least objectionable. It was stated that Alternative 4 would connect with Old
Mill Road. Mr. Crallé felt that this was not a viable solution because the corridor would dissect a
proposed housing area in consideration for RCI Project 2. He aso noted that no matter which Alternative
was chosen it would need to be able to stay open during Threat Con Delta. Mr. Hand stated that the
design of the road would be similar to Fairfax County Parkway. Mr. Donahoe asked if aland plan for the
proposed New North Post Village was available yet.

Mr. Ghiglio stated that the Lockheed project was killed because the Park Service stated that if aroad was
built the Park Service would take back the land that had been previoudy donated. Mr. Hand stated that he
would like to have documentation of issue to include language to that effect in this project. There was
discussion of the type of impacts possible should the corridor be built by the Proposed New North

Village, Lewis Heights, or Woodlawn Village. If the corridor should be built near these villages, an
overpass or underpass may need to be built to ensure accessto the village. Mr. Crallé felt that Woodlawn
Village should not be considered a constraint since there is an intention to rel ocate that village onto post

in afuture RCI project. Mr. Bain and Mr. Ghiglio disagreed citing the fact that Project 2 has not been
approved, and the baseline for this study shows Woodlawn Village existing. Mr. Hand agreed that since
an analysisis being compiled, al impacts would have to be listed.

Mr. Moran stated that his company is still in need of some GIS data layers that have been requested. He
also needs adatadome. Mr. Hand is planning to meet with other tenants and agencies to collect data and

information to assist in this study.

There was discussion of Forced Protection and security requirements. Mr. Hand stated they will use the
DoD criteriafor the study. Mr. Crallé noted that Alternative 4 islocated near a secure area. Mr. Bain
stated that Alternative 2 isthe most preferred. Mr. Hand stated that after the scoping meeting the maps
would be refined with the genera constraints learned from the said meeting. Mr. Crallé suggested
deleting Alternative 6. Mr. Hand felt that this alternative should stay in the study since the study
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describes the impacts and aternatives. Mr. Bain asked what the final end date would be. Mr. Hand
answered that he would like to shoot for November, 1. He asked if that was reasonable. Mr. Bain
suggested participating in the public scoping meeting for the Master Plan EIS planned in September. He
asked if there was a short-term or near-term plan. Mr. Moran stated that Tetra Tech envisioned the
current scope as long term, a near-term solution, such as opening roads or passes, is a different effort and
needs to be recognized as such. Mr. Hand stated that Fort Belvoir would make that decision. Mr. Ghiglio

stated that the decision for near-term solution of opening the road affects the long-term sol ution.

Mr. Ghiglio asked if the NOI for the public meeting would be separate from the EIS notice and Mr. Hand

answered yes.

Mr. Hand stated that January 1, 2004, would be the date for the decision point of the project. Form 1391
would be written after the decision point. Mr. Ghiglio stated that a programmatic cost would be needed.
Mr. Hand stated that it would be a macro-broad cost. Mr. Moran suggested an order of magnitude cost,
and he stated that he had some estimates from an earlier study.

Mr. Bain suggested that the next meeting scheduled for July, 29 be used to establish the decision of the
type of road, two or four lanes. Mr. Hand suggested that he would like to have an internal Fort Belvoir
stakeholders meeting before the July, 29 meeting. He would also like to have the commander approve the
internal decision. It was suggested that an internal meeting be held the week of July 21.

Open discussion: There was discussion of a mitigation strategy. Mr. Magness noted that Tetra Tech was

not scoped to do a mitigation plan. He stated that the decisions to be made were Fort Belvoir decisions.

Closing: The meeting adjourned.

Cheri N. Thompson

Residential Communities Initiative

Development Plan Project Coordinator RCI Project Manager, Fort Belvoir
Copy Furnished: Director of Installation Support, Fort Belvoir
Garrison Commander, Fort Belvoir RCI Program Manager, DAHQ

Deputy Garrison Commander, Fort Belvoir
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APPENDIX F

PUBLIC COMMENT SUBMISSION FORM AND COMMENTS
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Road Connector Comment Form

Please place your completed comment form in the basket located at the
Road Connector Study Booth.

All comments submitted will beincluded in thereport to the Army.

I. Contact Information

Name

Agency/Organization

Street Address

City, State, ZIP Code

Il. Please select an affiliation that best representsyour role (check one):

D Private citizen D Recreational Organization D Federal Government

DFort Belvoir Resident D Business’Commercial Org. D Federally Recognized
Tribe

D Civic Organization D County Govt. [

D _ o D D Other
Environmental Organization State Government

I11.  Pleasewrite your commentsin the space below (if you need additional space, please attach
additional sheets of paper).







COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA ' " Suite 530

" COUNTY OF FAIRFAX FATREAR, VIRGINIA 22035 001
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS - ' ' '

i TELEPHONE 33242321
OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN . FAX 03/324.305%

e KAmERmEK.HANLEY o
. CHATRMAN =

f\CoIoneI Thomas W erhams Commander
. U.S. Army Garrison, Fort Belvou'

"~ 9820 Flagler Road

.. Fort Belvcur Vlrglma 22060 5932

o '_.:_:D_ear Colo_nel Wﬂhams:

" Tamwriting you at the request of the Fairfax County Board of Supervisors
. to provide the Board’s position concerning the “Preliminary Feasibility
-~ Study (Phase I) of the Richmond Highway to Telegraph Road Connector”.
- The Board reviewed this matter at its November.17, 2003, meeting and
. requested that this Ietter be forwarded along with the feasibility study _
" results to the Department of the Army and the Defense Department for foll -
o .’cons1derat1on The Board believes it is imperative that a roadway - '
B __cormectlon between Richmond Highway and Telegraph Road, to serve the
.- . general public and Fort Belvoir traffic movements previously provided by
e :_‘Woodlawn Road/Beulah Street, be restored without further delay '

e After rev1ew1ng the proposed alignments shown in the feasibility study, the
- Board’s preferred alternative is the reopening of Woodlawn Road ~ ~
~ incorporating force protectzort hardenmg measures to meet security
" concerns. This option would save both time and money as compared to the
- other alternatives presented in the feasibility study since this facility already
_ _ex1sts However, in recognition of the Army’s previous objections to the
- reopening of Woodlawn Road through Fort Belvoir, the Board also.
- . endorsed alternatives A, B, and C, or a hybrid of these alternatives, as
.~ viable options to replace the traffic capacity and accessﬂalhty lost with the
- closure of Woodlawn Road/Beulah Street through the Fort. The Board will =~ -
not support any allgnment which intrudes into existing Huntley Meadows
Park. As you are aware, Huntley Meadows Park alignments were explored
- and Tejected by the U.S. Department of the Interior in the late 19808/ear1y
._ 19905 as part of the Lockheed Boulevard studies.

* The Boa_rd is very concerned that the Department of the Army has not
committed to move forward with a project to reopen or replace Woodlawn

&

12000 GOVERNMENT CENTER PAREWAY



: ._Colonel Thomas w. Wﬂhams
‘ .Page 2 '

| Road. Further, the Board is concerned that the project does not have a

- defined project timeline. The Board requests that development (moiudmg S
' env1ronmenta1 documentation, design, land acquisition, and construction) -
of a project to reopen Woodlawn Road or replace this roadway connection . .

between Richmond Hrghway and Telegraph Road begin immediately asa.

priority for Fort Belvoir and the Army. Continued delays will notbest - o

serve the public interest of either the citizens of Falrfax County or Fort
Belvoir. A

.. 'The Board applauds the on-time delivery of the feasibility study and 'the "
“very positive, productive teamwork exhibited by the members of the ”

Feasibility Study Team comprised of representatives of Fort Belvoir; the L

_ Army Corps of Engineers, the Department of Defense, the Virginia .~
- Department of Transportation, Fairfax County, and the consultant team.:

. “We look forward to continuing this constructive teamwork as the progect . T

. 'advances threugh 1mplementat10n

K; therme K. Hanley

cc: . Senator George F. Allen, U.S. Senate
' Senator John W. Warner, U.S. Senate R
. Congressman Thomas M. Davis, U.S. House of Representatlves :
- Congressman James P. Moran, U.S. House of Representatives . -
‘Congressman Frank R. Wolf, U.S. House of. Representatlves '_ R
Members, Fairfax County Board of Supervisors - :
Anthony H. Griffin, Fairfax County Executive
‘Robert A. Stalzer, Deputy County Executive, Fairfax County
" Young Ho Chang, Director, Falrfax County Department of B
‘Transportation

Thomas F. Farley, District Administrator, Vlrglma Department of e o

. Transportation, Northern Virginia
LTC Kevin Tate, Director, Department of Publrc Works Fort
Belvoir S
M. Dav:{d B. Hand Army Corps of Engineers, Baltlmore Dlstrlct




Please place jour'completed comment form in a basket ' R
' _ located at the Road Connector Study Booth.

-OR -

Mail to:
.Mr. Dave Hand
- U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District
P.O. Box "1715 '
Baltimore MD 21203-1715
E-mail: David.B.Hand @usace.arney.mil

ALL CON_IN[ENTS MUST BE RECEIVED OR POSTMARKED BY
' NOVEMBER 26, 2003

1. Contact Informatibn:

" Name: ' - M-//qu //) /éc/ﬂ)/éfz f
Agency/Organization: o _
Street Address: : Fp 2 /{/gg / %_[M

City,StaFe,ZIP'Code: | %/é.mfwfffa Jh ‘22355

II.  Please select an affiliation that best represents your role (check one):

E‘Private citizen. ‘ D Recreational Organization D Federal Government
D Fort Belvoir Resident D ‘Business/Commercial Org. : D Federally Recognized
] v Oreanization N P Tribe
Civic Qrganization _ County Govt. | ]
: D o L D : , D Other
, Environmental Organization State Government

JII.  Please write your comments in the space below (if you need additional space, please attach
' additional sheets of paper):

Tf? CN&‘};M a V‘OMI ')Ff':?m %”é 7L /az, {rzﬂz nae fw‘llé—" iﬁ@o’égﬂ

ﬂff,m%}. /’?éa Aot Kar e Sdlgu/a{ be @ﬂﬁa{ar’eff I alb A i
ﬁo"‘é ‘fp'aﬂl{/i' At s HLC %ﬁéﬂr Jlf@j e

The %fme/riw Lor fo/v,l?;; féu éﬁf‘°;[2’h C»{m/aﬁ-wé-@ R g M/wf‘

(3’5 e Sme?
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. N * R . : ' ‘ ’ =
Please place your completed comment form in a basket . . /5“ &
located at the Road Connector Study Booth. ' - )Mﬂ /.
| -OR - . Pless” €

Mail to: - ' {55‘?:}!){“ _/4/7

. Mr. Dave Hand < ?

" U.S. Ammy Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District _ / '

! ~ P.O.Box 1715 _ | o
' Baltimore MD 21203-1715 '

E—mail: Davici.B.Hand@usace.armv.nﬂl

~ALL COMMENTS MUST BE RECEIVED OR POSTMARKED BY
e NOVEMBER 26, 2003 '

I. Contact Information:

Name: ' i.u,c-l&.w / f&.ﬁ?%ﬁé

Agency/Organization: bt : ﬁé? e oFf MVK‘ _/;4

Street Address: 2 o %&v

City,State,ZIPCo.de:__ Aféxéﬁa&*z; . y/;f. 22 FOH

1I.- Please select an affiliation that best represents your role (check one)

mivate citizen ' D Recreational Organization D Federal Government
D Fort Belvoir Resident . D Business/Commercial Org. | D Federally Recogmzed
B/ . D . " Tribe

-Civie Organization o County Govt. [__ |
' D S o ' D . . D Other

Environmental Organization -l State Government

II. Please write your comments in the space below (1f you need addltlonal space, please attach
additional sheets of paper):

A/%@rna‘zévefa a@f D fook Fhe m;u‘f— ;f?)’r?;a/ffftmé‘". A—/z‘fyna?‘;u@
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slher means.
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Please place your cd_mpleted comment form in a basket ' o
~ located at the Road Connector Study Booth.
' . : -OR -
Mail to:
. Mr. Dave Hand
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District
" P.O.Box 1715

Baltimore MD 21203-1715
E-mail: David.B .Hand@usace.armv.mii

ALL COMNIENTS MUST BE RECEIVED OR POSTMARKED BY
NOVEMBER 26, 2003

I. Contact Information:

: | | 7R |

Name . ' ';/'Zg/.fﬁi{m-z’fﬁ Eﬁfd'ﬂ&ffg
Agenclergal_aizatio_n: , L .

.,StreetAddr'gss: | 2009  childs fane
B - _ Afexandidin A A
City, State, ZIP Code: C  2220g .

IL 'Please select an affiliation that best represents your role (chéck one):

Private citizen _ ‘ D Recreational Organization D Federal Government :
D ‘Fort Belvoir Resident . ' _ D Business/Commercial Org. - . Federally Recognized
D Civic Organization ' D County Govt. [ 1
D S o D D Other

Environmental Organization State Government

 IlL.  Please write your comments in the space below (if you need additional space, please attach
addmonal sheets of paper}
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o
Please place your completed comment form in a basket
located at the Road Connector Study Booth.

-OR -

Mail to:
Mr. Dave Hand |
- U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District
. P.O.Box 1715
- Baltimore MD 21203-1715-
E-mail: David.B .Hand@usace.armv;mil

ALL COMMENTS MUST BE RECEIVED OR POSTMARKED BY
.. NOVEMBER 26, 2003 C

KI. Contact Information:

Name: - @m,\émv 2 f’) il @’b‘i‘% frésaeféfvf"
Agency{Organization: i:ifi ende 4 ﬁ%;@ﬂb Yooy
Street Address: o 77 2" S Poval SE !

: _ 7 .

City, State, ZIL Codet . Dlovpndrin 1A 22314

II.  Please select an affiliation that best represents your role (check one):

D Private citizen ' EI Recreational Organization D Federal Government
D Fort Belvoir Resident ‘ D Business/Commercial Org. D Federally Retogmzed
. .. . D - Tribe
Nadl Civic Organization - County Govt. [ | _

Environmental Organization -t State Government

1IL Please write your comments in the space below (1f you need additional space, please attach
addltlonal sheets of paper): ;

Tty
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1 . '

Please place your completed comment form in a basket
located at the Road Connector Study Booth.

-OR -

Mail to:
Mr. Dave Hand '
“U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District
. P.O.Box 1715
‘ Baltimore MD 21203-1715
E-maii: Davicl.B .Hand@usace.armv.mil

ALL COMMENT S MUST BE RECEIVED OR POSTMARKED BY
: NOVEMBER 26, 2003

L _Contact Inform;:tion:

Name: . \j.g‘\“( G VP ITER
Agenclerganizati;n: ' : *
- Street Address: - o [SI27

II. Please select an affiliation that best represents your role (check one):

E Pr'ivlatc citizen : EI Recreational Organization D Federal Government
D Fort Belvoir Resident N D Business/Commercial Org. D Federally Recognized
D , L ‘ D ‘ . Tribe
Civic Organization = - : County Govt. _ ]
' D ; o ' E] ' D Other
' td Environmental Organization - State Government

IIL Please erte your comments in the space below (lf you need addlt:lona] space, please attach
~additional sheets of paper): .

' wmw M&f @,6'6‘7( /ii«,z_/é’{
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_ Please place your completed comment form in a basket S b
f - located at the Road Connector Study Booth.
-OR -
Mail to:
‘ . Mr. Dave Hand _
- U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District
" P.O.Box 1715°

Baltimore MD 21203-1715
E-mail: DaVid.B.Hancl_@usace.armv.mil

ALL COMMENTS MUST BE RECEIVED OR POSTMARKED BY
NOVEMBER 26, 2003 '

I. Contact _Inforination:

Agency/Organization:

~ Street Addre.ss: - gé 2;3/? 5 gé /Z ﬁy/?ﬂ/ /QL

City, State, ZIP‘Code'. yé g% Vo RR3 ,@/ ?

II. Please select an affiliation that best represents your role (check one):

E Private citizen ' D Recreational Organization El Federal Govemment
D Fort Belvoir Resident o D Busiﬁess/Comrﬁercial Org. D Federally Recogmzed
D R L . D ' Tribe '
Civic Organization County Govt. | 1 :
D . S D D Other '
Environmental Organization State Government

III.. Please write your comments in the space below (if you need additional space, please attach
additional sheets of paper):
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) L - P
Please place your completed comment form in a basket
located at the Road Connector Study Booth.

-0OR -

Mail to: .
Mr. Dave Hand : a
‘U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District
. P.O.Box 1715
' Baltimore MD 21203-1715
E-mail: David.B.Hand@usace.armv.mil

ALL CON[N[ENTS MUST BE RECEIVED OR POSTMARKED BY
.~ - NOVEMBER 26, 2003 C

t

I. Contact Informf;ltion:

Namet - _ I_ ) %//LO G&}%ﬁ /%CM%% 2
~ Agency/Organization: Lugles, M A /(,, hwégém

. Street Address:
| S5a5 Solgolif| Deive
city, Sate, 2R Code: Qo 1@ 22203

H. Please select an affiliation that best represents your role (check one):

- )é’ Private citizen D Recreational Organization D Federal Government
D Fort Belvoir Resident | D Business/Commercial Org. D Fe)derally-RetoéniZed
D s N ' D ~ Tribe

Civic Organization - County Govt. [ | T
D - S D ) D Other
Environmental Organization md State Government

1I1. Please write your comments in the space below (1f you need addmonal space, please attach
-additional sheets of paper) ‘
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Please place your completed comment form in a basket ' '
located at the Road Connector Study Booth.

.OR-

Mail to:
. Mr. Dave Hand :
U.S. Army’ Corps of Engineers, Baltimore D1stnct
P.O.Box 1715
Baltimore MD 21203-1715

E-mail: David.B.Hand @usace.army.mil

ALL COMMENTS MUST BE RECEIVED OR POSTMARKED BY
' NOVEMBER 26, 2003 '

Contact Information:

' Name: . | | Tﬂw{q \S\‘\S‘&M—q

Agency/Organization: (4 t\&%ﬁ . .
Street Addrees: ' boo  SP Srak JEVANN L Roam b B8
City, Stte,ZIP Code: U i DG Zoswl

1I. Please select an affiliation that best represents your role (check one)

D Private citizen D Recreationel Organization D Federal Govemmcnt
D Fort Belvoir Resident - D Business/Commercial Org. - D Federally Recogmzed
D L o . ‘ D Tribe
Civic Organization ; County Govt. | | .
e | - [ Omer WV &R
Environmental Organization - State Govemment : -

Please write your comments in the space below (if you need additional space, please attach
additional sheets of paper) :
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Please place your completed comment form in a basket
located at the Road Connector Study Booth.

-OR -

Mail to:
Mr. Dave Hand ' .
Us. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltnnore District
. _ P.O.Box 1715
' Baltimore MD 21203:1715
E-mail: David.B.Hand@usace.armv.mil

ALL COMMENTS MUST BE RECEIVED OR POSTMARKED BY
; - NOVEMBER 26, 2003 '

1

I. Contact Information:

e O MIKE DOMM
pmm

Agenclerggnization: ‘ /2# i/ﬂ ) M-/jﬂ ]
Street Address: | g?_; 7‘7 /%/ /./f

City, State, Z[P. C'Odﬁ , /WW% / /6 c;&‘;@?

II.  Please seléct an affiliation that best represents your role {check one}:

D Private citizen o D Recreational Organization | D Federal Government
D Fort Belvoir Resident . D Bﬁsiness/annnercial Org. = D Federally Ret:ogmzed
7y . o EI " Tribe
h Civic Organization - : County Govt. [__. 1
e D k - ' D ' D Other
Environmental Organization ml State Government

1I1. Please write your comments in the space below (1f you need additional space, p]ease atiach
-additional sheets of paper): .
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Please place your completed comiment form in a basket
located at the Road Connector Study Booth.

-OR -

Mail to:
Mr. Dave Hand ) '
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore Dlstnct
P.O.Box 1715 :
Baltimore MD 21203:1715
E-mail: David.B .Hand@usace.armv.mil

ALL COMMENTS MUST BE RECEIVED OR POSTMARKED BY
. NOVEMBER 26, 2003

I. Contact Inform_ationé

Nmet sy 5 pu
'AgencyIOr'ganization: .

@ PAYFIE e = 7rzdn s ASSeCIaTI?
. & HA w8,
Street Address: '\_C)fmfutaﬂmzfpmu awz.,-,ry AP S kY coupci Fo R I L "

Fulon L ofa
FE I S ar e AP £T

.Clt_y,State,ZIPCDde: ALK At A A ,?'ZJN:%”_J g

.  Please select an affiliation that best represents your role (check one)

D Private citizen D Recreational Organization D Federal Government
D Fort Belvoir Resident D Business/Commercial Org. D Federally Rec0§nized
™ oo o 0 Tribe
. Civic Organization * County Govt. [ ] '
‘ El Other

@ m Environmental Organization D State Govermqenf

III. Please write your commerits in the space below (1f you need addltmnal space, please attach
additional sheets of paper):
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Please place your completed comment form in a basket "
located at the Road Connector Study Booth. '

-OR -
Mail to: ‘ _ .
. Mr. Dave Hand '
u.s. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District
P.0.Box 1715
Baltimore MD 21203-1715 _
E-mail: David.B.Hand @usace.army.mil o : '

ALL COMMENTS MUST BE RECEIVED OR POSTMARKED BY
NOVEMBER 26, 2003

I. Contact Informaﬁon: ' . ' '

e Pesth,
Agenclerganiz_ation: mw @ U m&g I : d
StreetAdfiress: | __770% 7F WM O’Xj‘ M
City,'State,ZIECodé: n (“MM _\/ﬁr C;&%Q&/

IL - Please select an affiliation that best represents your role (check bne):

QP{vate citizen _ ' D Recreationat Organization D Federal Government
[:l Fort Belvoir Resident ' gynesleOmmermal Org. D Federally Recognized

Tribe

D Oﬂlf:l'

' D Civic Organization ' County Govt. [ 1

D Environmental Organization D State Government

I Please write your comments i in the space below (if you need addltlona] space, please attach
additional sheets of paper):
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COMMENTS

Richmond Highway and Telegraph Road Connector, Fairfax County, VA

November 17, 2003

Peter Kuck

8600 Mount Zephyr Drive
Alexandria, VA 22309
Tel: 703-360-8034

Transportation representative for the Mount Zephyr Citizen Association

Member of the Transportation Committee of the Mount Vernon Council of Citizen
Associations

1. Huntley Meadows Park

ALT Gand ALT F are unacceptabl e because both routes fall within the boundaries of
Huntley Meadows Park. A 4-way intersection at the junction of the Van Dorn Extension
and Telegraph Road would create a serious bottleneck on Telegraph because the
intersection and itstraffic light would be too close to the poorly designed, existing V-
intersection of South King’s highway and Telegraph Road.

It might be possible to reroute ALT G down Deer Creek Crossing but at least 5 homes
would have to be condemned.

Rerouting ALT F aong the southern boundary of the Coast Guard station also would be
unsatisfactory because ALT F would still cross sensitive wetlands.

2. Route 1 Corridor

SUBALT 4 isunsatisfactory. If Frye road were to be widened from 2 lanesto 4 lanes, a
bottleneck would be created at the intersection of Frye Road and Pole Road.

SUBALT 3 aso isunsatisfactory because the connector would run immediately in front
of Woodlawn Elementary School. Please note that Woodlawn Elementary School is
improperly located on the study map.

SUBALT 2 also is unsatisfactory because there is insufficient room to widen Sacramento
Drive. The townhouses are located too close to the road. In addition, traffic on
Sacramento Drive already is overloaded because it serves as a short cut between two
shopping centers and Fort Belvoir’ s Woodlawn Village housing area.



3. Intersection of Mount Vernon Highway and Route 1 at the Roy Rogers Restaurant

The jug handle junction between Route 1 and Old Mill Road (ALT B, C, D) istotally
unacceptable. Residents of the Patton Avenue Y acht Haven-Grist Mill Park-Walker
Gate areawould have a difficult time accessing the jug handle to get to Springfield Mall.

4. Fort Belvoir north of Route 1

One of the better routes is not shown on the study map. Thisroute would tie the
Telegraph Road-Beulah Road intersection to the intersection of Woodlawn Road and
Route 1. The northern half of ALT B would be linked across the golf course to the
southern half of ALT A. Underpasses could be constructed so that golfers could pass
safely from one side of the divided golf course to the other. The intersection of
Woodlawn Road and Route 1 would have to be modernized and widened in any event to
accommodate vehicles of visitors going to the proposed Army Museum (i.e., the plateau
adjacent to the existing soccer field).

ALT C (avariation of the Mulligan Road proposal of a decade ago) might be acceptable
if the jug handle intersection proposed for Route 1 (and the IMP building) were
redesigned.

ALT E might work if the proposed route were moved to the south side of the existing
power lines. However, anumber of homes between Pole Road and Route 1 would have
to be condemned to widen existing Leaf Road to accommodate the increased traffic.



Email Comments

Hi David, guess you don't know about the big fight we had several years ago re a proposal to violate
Huntley Meadows with a road. I am a private citizen who opposes alternate routes F (the very worst), G
(next worst), D and E.

Please leave this valuable park alone. Thanks Barbara Selzer

Dear Mr. Hand:

This message is to provide public comment on information disseminated at the November 17, 2003, Public
Information Meeting at Mount Vernon High School on alternatives under consideration for connecting
Telegraph Road and Richmond Highway.

1. My name is Jo Belser. My address is 5604 Cornish Way, Alexandria, VA 22315-4019.

2.1 am a private citizen and a resident of Hayfield, a development that is physically located between
Telegraph Road and Richmond Highway on the north and south. Hayfield is also physically located

between Fort Belvoir on the west and a U.S. Coast Guard station and the Hutley Meadows park and

wetlands on the east.

3. I drive a vehicle that bears a DoD sticker, so I understand the need to protect from harm the sensitive
facilities presumably located at Fort Belvoir. Yet as a neighbor of Fort Belvoir, I have been more than
greatly inconvenienced by closure of that facility to through traffic: There are many types of activities that I
used to participate in that are no longer feasible without the access that such a route allows. I can, for
example, no longer feasibly attend a place of worship that I once was able to easily access that is located on
Fort Hunt Road. So I generally favor the need to provide the public with a way to access Richmond
Highway from Telegraph Road.

From my perspective, building a road through the wetlands that is Huntly Meadows Park is not a viable
alternative because it would endanger those wetlands. Even having the possibility of such a road marked on
the map that was distributed at tonight’s Public Information Meeting is alarming to me. There was a lawsuit
about this in the 1980s and, to my way of thinking, nothing has changed since then, except that the
potential environmental damage to the wetlands by such a road has greatly increased.

Of course, I would also favor those options that would push the connector as far as possible from my own
back yard (but not through wetlands). I so urge out of more concern than just the self-serving interests of
NIMBY (“not-in-my-back-yard”) : this would be the most equitable solution, given than any the previous
road that was closed after 9/11/2001 connected through Fort Belvoir at Beulah Road.

Beulah Road has four-lanes. It thus is already equipped to handle the increased traffic volume that such a
connector would ellicit and it has the added attraction of being connected to the Fairfax County Bypass.
Therefore I believe that a new connector should be either at or south of the Beulah alternative.



Dear sir,

Regarding the road between Telegraph and Rte I in Alexandria, I support hardening Woodlawn Rd. The
other alternatives are not acceptable.

Sincerely,

Mary B. Millikin

Dear Mr. Hand,

I am writing as a resident of Hayfield Farm in the Fairfax County area of Alexandria. I am interested in
more information on the proposed connector road for Richmond Highway (Route 1) and Telegraph Road,
in the area of Fort Belvoir.

I ask that the extension of Woodlawn Road be considered as the first alternative. I think this would have the
least impact on the neighborhoods and wetlands in this area. Living so close to Huntley Meadows Park and
the wetlands areas has many advantages, but pose a problem for building roadways.

Michele Webb
Hayfield Elementary

1. CONTACT INFORMATION:
Jim Walton
4320 Jackson P1
Alexandria, VA 22309

2. AFFILIATION:
x Private Citizen

3. COMMENTS:

General:
The proposals lack the following considerations that should be included or technical rationale as why they
cannot be included:

- immediate/near term and or interim solutions
- "hardening" of road/facilities
- combination of immediate "interim" solutions with "long term" solutions.
Without these, entire process lacks credibility that a sincere effort is being done. The current process gives

an appearance that seems to be towards "appeasement" rather than determining credible (feasible)
solutions. Especially in light of Alt F/G, which have been historically rejected already.



ALT A

- Suitable for an "interim" solution as long as it contains improvements to allow traffic to flow
unimpeded (i.e. no stoplights/signs) between Telegraph and Richmond Hwy

ALT B: (or a variations that combines hardening) can provide best of many worlds.
- Best proposal

- Alignments with Beulah Rd & Mt. Vernon Mem Hwy provide excellent traffic flow to reduce Rt 1
Traffic

- Alignment should be to Mt. Vernon Mem Hwy, not "dog leg" around IMP building. Current VDOT
study has these roads aligned. (There is an only an "OPTION" for the dogleg, but that is NOT currently the
baseline plan)

- Enhances Emergency vehicle East/West access
- Provides viable "relief" in case Route 1 is blocked.

- Can allow Fort Belvoir to reduce two gates (Woodlawn Rd Gate & Telegraph Rd gate) to one
controlled gate off of the new rd i.e. such as the intersection of Woodlawn Rd and Alt B, or by extending
Kingman Rd to Alt B.)

ALTC,D, E:
- Alt D is worse of these three
- Poor traffic flow to Beulah Rd and Hayfield Rd
- Significantly less effective to move traffic.
- Forces Belvoir to maintain two security gates (Woodlawn Rd Gate & Telegraph Rd gate)
- Dumps traffic through residential areas
- Alignments E/F @ Poe Rd should be closer to Belvoir Property, not through residential area

ALTF, G:
- well publicized as historically rejected.
- Only "credible" if an immediate interim solution is available.
- Dumps traffic through residential area
- Forces Belvoir to maintain two security gates (Woodlawn Rd Gate & Telegraph Rd gate)
- Provides significant "round about" during events Route 1 is blocked
- Does provide a viable East West Access if aligned with Van DORN street extension.

As discussed last night at planning meeting.. The county and residents want Woodlawn Road opened asap.
Jerry Hyland spoke for Board of Superviors last night about opening road by "hardening" the area along
CEETA.

I have made suggestions on how to open that road immediately based on my security experience in
Vietnam.. I will give them to you so maybe someone will look seriously at them. They would save millions
of dollars and time. This was used on HQ DISA on Courthouse road in Arlington right after 9/11.

First, go to the fensed in area next to Woodlawn Rd and remove all trees outside of fense to the road
surface.. Smooth that area against fense..

Second, Buy 50 foot cargo containers.. Stack the one layer high, cut a big hole in top, fill them with sand
(cheaper than cement). Stack them 3 high.. They should be staggered over each other. There is no amount
of explosives that can penetrate these containers filled with sand.. We did this in Vietnam and it worked
fine. It even took mortors and rockets every night and were never knocked over or damaged. Saved many a
US soldier in our compounds in Veitnam.



Third, Install a closed circuit TV camera system so PMO could monitor the road traffic.

Fourth, Restrict Woodlawn Rd to cars and pickup trucks only. NO big 18 wheel or commercial trucks.
This might make Provost Marshall and CEETA more comfortable.

Fifth. Install Jersey barriers along both sides of Woodlawn Rd to prevent any vehicles from going on
Belvoir without going thru a gate. Open a gate toward the elementary school and one toward the
commissary.. Block the end of Kingman or install gate, same where Beulah turns toward golf course. This
will prevent the NON DOD vehicles from entering post without going thru a check point. Opening several
new gates is a very costly human toll for guards, but we are going to contract guards in Jan 2004, more
guards can be ordered. This is much cheaper than building new roads all over the Woodlawn area to
Telegraph road.

This suggestion would protect CEETA (can be used at Army facility on Woodlawn) , get road opened fast,
cheap, and effective. The resistance against outside DOD ideas are really hindering any common sense
solutions to this situation.

If anyone thinks this will not work. Get the ATF or FBI to test it at Quantico, it never failed us in Vietnam.

You asked for background information. I have been employed here at Fort Belvoir since 1988. I live one
mile away at 7931 Grimsley Street. [ have been in DOD since Feb 1962. I spent 3 yrs in Vietnam, 10 years
in Europe, been to Kuwait, Saudi, Qatar twice.

Good luck...

Paul Mayo

Product Integration Specialist
SEAT/FBEO

PEO EIS

Fort Belvoir, Va 22060
703-806-3034

cell 571-236-4672



FAIRFAX CounTy PARK AuTHORITY

12055 Government Center Parkway, Suite 927
Fairfax, VA 22035-1118

November 25, 2003

Colonel Thomas W. Williams, Commander : »

U.S. Army Garrison, Fort Belvoir o N ,
9820 Flagler Road : '
Fort Belvoir, VA 22060-5932

Dear Colonel Williams:

I am writing to offer the Fairfax County Park Authority position concerning the alternative

alignments proposed in the Feasibility Study of the Richmond Highway to Telegraph Road

Connector. The Park Authority has reviewed the alternative alignments and are very concerned : ,
about impacts to nearby park-owned properties, specifically, Huntley Meadows Park.

Huntley Meadows Park, one of the largest parks in Falrfax County, contains 1,425 acres of
diverse habitats including wetlands, meadows and mature forest. Its animal residents include fox,
deer, beaver, otter and over 200 species of birds. Naturally, we are very concerned about any
potential impacts to this major environmental treasure and will not support any alignment that
impacts this park

After reviewing the proposed alignments shown in the feasibility study, the Park Authority
strongly opposes Alternatives D, E, F and G due to their direct negative impacts to Huntley
Meadows Park. We urge that the study focus on the remaining alternatives or hybrids of these
alternatives to replace the Woodlawn Road connector closed for security reasons. Although not
proposed as an alternative, reopening of the Woodlawn Road connector would also be supported
by the Park Authority.

It is our understanding that the Army is anticipated to make a decision on whether and how to
proceed with the connector road in January 2004. If we can provide any additional information
that will assist the Army in this task, we will welcome the opportunity to participate. At the
least, I request that we be directly informed of decisions, process and timelines.

We look forward to future communication and involvement.
Sincerely,

Michael A. Kane

Director

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

703-324-8700  TTY: 703-324-3988 « ONLINE: www.fairfaxcounty.gov/parks « E-MAIL: parkmail@falrfaxcounty gov




Colonel Thomas W. Williams
November 25, 2003 N
Page 2 '

cc:  Park Authority Board
Board of Supervisors

Anthony H. Griffin, Fairfax County Executive

Robert A. Stalzer, Deputy County Executive

Young Ho Chang, Director, Fairfax County Department of Transportation
Thomas F. Farley, District Administrator, VDOT, No. Va. -

LTC Kevin Tate, Director, Department of Public Works, Fort Belvoir

- Mr. Dave Hand, Army Corp of Engineers, Baltimore District

------------------------------------------------------------------------
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Please place your completed comment form in a basket .
located at the Road Connector Study Booth.

-OR -

Ml 10
Mr. Dave Hand
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District
P.O.Box 1715
Baltimore MI> 21203-1715
E-mail: David.B Hand @usuce.army. mil

ALL COMMENTS MUST BE RECEIVED OR POSTMARKED BY
NOVEMBER 26, 2003

1. Contact Information:

Name: EARL FL/?NA@‘/JN
Agency/Organization: M7 Veeron/ TEANS" Corriisss O
Street Address: 31/ T WARTELS/ 95 MA/ g

City, State, ZIP Code: HL&’X SN, ,/;/ // 223206 7 -

1l Pleasc select an affiliation that best represents your role (check one):

D Private citizen D Recreational QOrganization D [‘ederal Government
D Fort Belvoir Resident D Busincss/Commercial Org. D Federally Recognized
QO — Xi Tribe
Civic Organization County Govt. [___ )
D _ N D - D Other .
Environmenwl O ganizuation State Government

[II.  Please write your comments in the space below (if you need additional space, please attach
addltionsl sheets of paper):

Woodlawn Road/Beulah Street between Route 1 and Telegraph Road should be reopened as a
depressed road between Route 1 and the wildlife corridar, be elevated over the wildlife corridorand -
depressed between the wildlife corridor and Telebraph Road. If the depressed roadway is not
sufficient blast protection near sensitive failitites, additional hardening facilities should be added at

those points. nphoiomioh

lntemaluﬁon-road&(Mee;s,-Goiﬁ;, Kingman-and Beulah)-that-intersect with WoodlawnReoad——
should cross over Woodlawn. No access ramps from Woodlawn Road .in inter -
should be provided.. , )

The present Woodlawn roadway is elevated above Route 1, and Telegraph Road and naturally
d X tons, ] Public Information Meeling, November 17, 2003

a1
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Pleasc place your completed comment form in a basket -
Jocated at the Road Connector Study Booth.

-OR -

Mail to:
Mr. Duve Hand
U.S. Army Corps of Enginceis, Baltimore District
P.O.Box 1718
Baltimore MI> 21203-1715
E-mail: David.B.}1and @usacc. yrmy.mi)

ALL COMMENTS MUST BE RECEIVED OR POSTMARKED BY
NOVEMBER 26, 2003

I. Conlactluformalidn:

Name: E/reL FLANASE AN _

Agency/Organization:  for7~ VERA/ON ;Z-/WUS COM Wil SS( 0/\/ Erz-
Street Address: 2107 WATERS /D AANE .

City, State, ZIP Code: _@XMQB//% 74 , 225ﬂ 9

II. Please select an affiliation that best represents your role (check one):

D Private citizen D Recreationa) Organization D Federal Government
U Fort Belvoir Resident D Business/Commercial Org. D Vederally Recognized
. Tribe
D Clivic Organization County Govt, | |
D . . D D Other .
Environmental Organization State Government

I11. Please write your comments in the space below (if you need additional space, please attach
additional sheets of paper):

p

o B

The swdy ~should - nwme-emmy‘s—mmmm from i :
Suporvisor Hyland snd n o of Jan uaryﬁ]S . 2002 the Assmam County Altorney m ._

2 Tgﬁc‘)w& 471, pages 144-8, reoords that the Secrotary of War in_194S pranted an ea.nmepl wthe
of- Virginiax- ol awh mm Street by the public in perpituity, and

3) the Army must pay the Commonwealth reparations for the fair market value of the Commonwealth's investment,

The study should not bide this information from the public. 1 Public nformation Meling, Noverber 17, 2003
The information should be referenced within the executive summary as well as body of the study.




Preliminary Feasibility Study (Phase ) of Richmond Highway and Telegraph Road Connector

APPENDIX G
SCREENING CRITERIA
DEFINITIONS AND ASSUMPTIONS

Fairfax County, Virginia G-1 November 2003
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Screening Criteria Definitions and Assumptions

DESCRIPTION Definition Assumptions/Conditions Source Date
[ Total length of proposed road corridor. Corridors were manually delineated on maps by none Stakeholder Group/Tetra 2003
1 Total Road Length (miles) zﬁs;keho\ders and digitized by Tetra Tech, Inc. Their lengths were calculated using ArcGIS Tech, Inc.
Road Length on Fort Belvoir (miles) Length of roadway that would cross Fort Belvoir property. none Tetra Tech, Inc. 2003
Road Length off Fort Belvoir (miles) Length of roadway that would cross property outside the Fort Belvoir boundary. none Tetra Tech, Inc. 2003
[Amount of existing road corridors or roadways (paved and unpaved) that would be utilized. |Existing road alignments have not changed since the 2000 Tetra Tech, Inc 2003
L 3 Percentages were estimated using a 2000 aerial photo provided by Fort Belvoir GIS and a  |photo was taken or the roads-GIS layer was last updated.
2 Use of Existing Roadways and Corridors (percentage) roads GIS layer provided by FFX. Beulah Street (where it intersects Woodlawn from the north)
has since been cut off.
3,7 Projected Volume on New Connector
Daily volume on new connector at Telegraph Rd. New connector would consist of 4 lanes. TransCore 2003
North End of Connector (at Telegraph Road)
South End of Connector (at U.S. Route 1) Daily volume on new connector at Route 1. New connector would consist of 4 lanes. TransCore 2003
[Average of above two rows. New connector would consist of 4 lanes. TransCore 2003
Average Volume
The volume of Woodlawn Road traffic (pre-9/11) that would be served by each alternative. |New connector would consist of 4 lanes. TransCore 2003
Note: Not all traffic that previously used Woodlawn Road would be expected to use the new
4 Projected Woodlawn Road Volume (pre-9/11) That Would Be Served connector (some volume would be expected to continue to use other existing roads in the
area).
58 Projected Change in Volume on Parallel N-S Routes
Route 1 (North of Sherwood Hall Lane) Daily traffic diverted from Route 1 N. to new connector. New connector would consist of 4 lanes. TransCore 2003
Fairfax County Parkway (North of John J. Kingman Road) Daily traffic diverted from FFFX CO. Pkwy. to new connector. New connector would consist of 4 lanes. TransCore 2003
Total Sum of above two rows. New connector would consist of 4 lanes. TransCore 2003
R N . Change in VHT within study area due to availability of new connector. VHT is surrogate for level of service and delay and is TransCore 2003
6,9 Projected Change in Vehicle Hours of Travel (VHT) available from model.
Level of Service (LOS) and Delay (sec) for selected intersections in the vicinity of Fort New connector would consist of 4 lanes. TransCore 2003
Belvoir. LOS criteria: A<10 seconds, B = 10-15 seconds, C = 15-25 seconds, D = 25-35
10 Projected Level of Service Delay seconds, E = 35-50 seconds, F> 50 seconds. Both baseline and estimated future AM and
PM LOS and Delay are provided.
1 Fort Belvoir Force Protection
. [Whether the corridor crosses the Fort Belvoir Post boundary. none Fort Belvoir GIS 2003
Crosses Fort Belvoir
On-Post Road C . [Number of roads that the corridor would cross (if at grade). Numbers were generated using |Existing road alignments have not changed since the roads FFX GIS 2002
n-Post Road Crossings a roads GIS layer provided by FFX. GIS layer was last updated in October 2002.
State/Local Roads Number of paved roads that the corridor would cross. Numbers were estimated using a Existing road alignments have not changed since the roads FFX GIS 2002
roads GIS layer provided by FFX. GIS layer was last updated in October 2002.
Unpaved/Service Roads [Number of unpaved roads that the corridor would cross. Numbers were estimated usinga  |Existing road alignments have not changed since the roads FFX GIS 2002
P roads GIS layer provided by FFX. GIS layer was last updated in October 2002.
Length (feet) of roadway that would fall within 400 meters of sensitive structures and Length (feet) of roadway that would fall within 400 meters of | North Post Study; Tetra 2000; 2003
. . » e facilities identified in the North Post study, plus one additional building on HEC. sensitive structures and facilities identified in the North Post Tech, Inc.
Road Length (ft) Within 400 m of Security-Sensitive Facilities study, plus one additional building on HEC.
12 Number of Schools Within 750 Feet Distance from each corridor to school (measured using GIS). none Tetra Tech, Inc. 2003
Acres of corridor within easements; Only one easement belonging to Virginia Dominion GIS easement layer provided easement information for the FFX GIS 2003
. o . . ; . Power was identified within the corridors. No effort was made to obtain easement area.
13 Within Easements (FFX Co) (Dominion Virginia Power; Available Fort Belvoir Data [information from individual utility companies and hardcopy research of easements
Limited to Dominion Virginia Power Easement) (Acres) information at Fort Belvoir was not attempted.
Number of utility lines that would be crossed on and off post. "Parallel" indicates utility lines |GIS layers provided represent utility lines within the area. Fort Belvoir GIS 2003
that run parallel to and within 64 feet of the corridor centerline. Cable television and
14 Utility Crossings telephone data were not readily available, and no attempt to obtain these data from private
utility companies was made.
Number of above- and below-ground electric lines that would be crossed. All electric lines are contained in the GIS layers provided by | Fort Belvoir GIS; FFX GIS 2003
Electric (Dominion Virginia Power) Fort Belvoir and FFX.
[Number of gas lines that would be crossed. All gas lines are contained in the GIS layers provided by Fort Belvoir GIS 2003
Gas Fort Belvoir.
. Number of sanitary sewer lines that would be crossed. All electric lines are contained in the GIS layers provided by | Fort Belvoir GIS; FFX GIS 2003
Sanitary Sewer Fort Belvoir and FFX.
Number of stormwater lines that would be crossed. All stormwater lines are contained in the GIS layers Fort Belvoir GIS 2003
Stormwater provided by Fort Belvoir.
Number of water lines that would be crossed. All electric lines are contained in the GIS layers provided by | Fort Belvoir GIS; FFX GIS 2003
Water Fort Belvoir and FFX.
15 Take Projections - Fairfax County
Within Residential Areas (acres) [Acres within residential area (subdivision) boundaries. none FFX GIS 2003
[Acres of undeveloped land based on parcel data. These include undeveloped parcels that |Parcels have not been developed since the latest parcel Parcel data: FFX Dept of 2003
Within Undeveloped Acres with Approved Development Plan (FFX) (Acres) do have an approved development plan filed with Fairfax County. data update. Taxes and Revenue
16 [Take Projections - Fort Belvoir
[Acres within on-post housing area boundaries. Dwelling units have not been constructed since the photo Fort Belvoir GIS; Tetra Aerial photo: 2000; Building
Within Residential (acres) date (2000) or the latest building GIS layer update. Tech, Inc. layer: 2003
. Acres of areas classfied as "Natural Based Constraints" that would be affected. Data presented in Draft Master Plan are current. PBS&J 2003
Natural Constraints (acres)
. . Acres of areas classfied as "Operational Based Constraints” that would be affected. Data presented in Draft Master Plan are current. PBS&J 2003
Operational Constraints (acres)
Acres of areas classfied as "Cultural Based Constraints” that would be affected. Data presented in Draft Master Plan are current. PBS&J 2003
Cultural Constraints (acres)
Acres of areas classfied as "Developable" that would be affected. Data presented in Draft Master Plan are current. PBS&J 2003
Developable Land (acres)
17 Zoning Overlay Districts
Within Natural Resource District (acres) [Acres of corridor that fall within a Natural Resource Disctrict. Data provided are current. FFX GIS 2003
Within Water Supply Protection District (acres) [Acres of corridor that fall within a Water Supply Protection District. Data provided are current. FFX GIS 2003
Within Historic/Heritage Protection District (acres) Acres of corridor that fall within a Historic/Heritage Protection District. Data provided are current. FFX GIS 2003
[Acres of wetlands or floodplains that would be affected. GIS layers provided accurately represent wetland locations. | Wetlands: Fort Belvoir Wetlands: 2003; Floodplains:
18 Within (Fort Belvoir)/F (FFX CO) (acres) GIS; Floodplains: FFX GIS|
. . [Number of major stream crossings the corridor would have. Numbers were calculated All streams in the GIS layer are perennial and would require | Streams provided by FFX 2003
19 Number of Major Stream Crossings using stream data layers provided bv FFX CO GIS. a crossing to be constructed. GIS
Number of acres of upland habitat that could be affected. none Fort Belvoir GIS 2003
20 Within Forested Areas (Fort Belvoir) (acres)
21 Tl and Species Impact
Number of known T&E sightings is randomly offset and given an 800 m buffer. Impact Virginia Department of 2003
Number of Known T&E Sightings Within 400 m of Corridor occurs if corridor intersects this buffer. GIS layer includes only known sightings. Garr}!:eisir;c:i::and
Wood turtle habitat (Fort Belvoir only) (acres) INumber of acres of wood turtle habitat that could be affected off Fort Belvoir. GIS layer accurately represents wood turtle habitat. Fort Belvoir GIS 2003
Number of acres of identified as "Rare Ecological Communities” that could be affected off  Jnone Fort Belvoir GIS 2003
22 Rare Ecological Communities acres (Fort Belvoir only) Fort Belvoir.
23 Conservation Areas
Within Wildlife Corridor (Fort Belvoir only) (acres) [Number of acres of Fort Belvoir's wildlife corridor that could be affected. none Fort Belvoir GIS 2003
Within Huntley Meadows (acres) Number of acres of Fairfax County's Huntley Meadows that could be affected. none FFX GIS 2000
Within Other County/City Parks (acres) (includes Fort Belvoir golf course) Number of acres of parks on Fort Belvoir and in Fairfax County that could be affected. none FFX GIS 2000
Within Jackson Miles Abbott Wetland (acres) Number of acres of Jackson Abbott Wetland that could be affected. none Fort Belvoir GIS 2003
Within Chesapeake Bay Resource Protection Area (acres) INumber of acres within the Chesapeake Bay Resource Protection Areas. none FFX GIS 1997
24 [SWMUs, Landfills, Septic Systems
Number of SWMUs on Fort Belvoir that could be affected. Landfills were the only SWMUs  |none Fort Belvoir GIS 2003
SWMUs (Landfills) - Fort Belvoir, within 100 feet identified near the corridors.
Number of active landfills within Fairfax County that could be affected. No active landfills within 100 feet of the corridors were FFX CO Department of 2003
Active Landfills - FFX, within 100 feet identified. Public Works and
Environmental Services
Number of septic systems on Fort Belvoir that could be affected. Data for septic systems in |GIS layer reflects all septic systems on Fort Belvoir. Fort Belvoir GIS 2003
Septic Systems - Fort Belvoir, within 100 feet Fairfax County were not readily available.
25 Estimated Number of Noise Sensitive Receptors Within 750 Feet
Resid [Number of residences within 750 feet that could be affected by noise. 750 feet is the distance at which noise from a diesel truck Tetra Tech, Inc. 2003
esidences [diminishes to an acceptable level (Noise Zone | - 65 dB).
Number of other facilities within 750 feet that could be affected by noise. 750 feet is the distance at which noise from a diesel truck Tetra Tech, Inc. 2003
Other (Schools, Churches, Hospitals, Nursing Homes) diminishes to an acceptable level (Noise Zone | - 65 dB).
26 Cultural/Historic Areas Affected
Fort Belvoir (Total Sites) Sum of 3 rows below. GIS layers ;_)rowde an accurate and thorough assessment Fort Belvoir GIS 2003
of cultural sites.
Eligibl Number of eligible archaeological sites on Fort Belvoir that could be affected. GIS layers provide an accurate and thorough assessment Fort Belvoir GIS 2003
igible of cultural sites.
Number of potentially eligible archaeological sites on Fort Belvoir that could be affected. GIS layers provide an accurate and thorough assessment Fort Belvoir GIS 2003
Potentially Eligible of cultural sites.
Not Eligibl [Number of not-eligible archaeological sites on Fort Belvoir that could be affected. GIS layers provide an accurate and thorough assessment Fort Belvoir GIS 2003
ot Eligible of cultural sites.
INumber of investigated archaeological sites in Fairfax County that could be affected. All sites were identified by review of FFX archaeological FFX Archaeological 2003
Fairfax County (Additional Survey Recommended) Fairfax County recommends that additional survey be conducted to determine eligibility. data. Services
" Cost estimate for Alternative (see Table 7-1). See Table 7-1. Tetra Tech, Inc. 2003
27 Estimate
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Preliminary Feasibility Study (Phase 1) of Richmond Highway and Telegraph Road Connector

APPENDIX H
EARTHEN BERM DESIGN

Fairfax County, Virginia H-1 November 2003



3-5.5 Earth Berms

Planted earth berms are usually superilor to barrier walls
from aesthetic considerations and may be more economical
if fill material and right-of-way are available. Slopes

of 4:1 or flatter are best from a visual point of view but
2:1 slopes are acceptable if the circumstances warrant.

[AEE

The main disadvantage of berming is that large areas of
right-of-way are required for mounds of signifiéant height.
Combining walls and berms allows for more height in a limited
right-of-way and more flexibility in the location of walls
(see Figures 3-27 and 3-28). In situations where right-of-
way width does not permit adequate mounding to occur, a

wall built on top of a mound extends 1its height;' In most
cases this would cost less than a wall of egual height and
increases the aesthetic possiblities. Berms can also Serve
as connecting points for walls or walls of different heights

adding variety to possible severe directional design.

I+ should be noted however that there is at present serious
concern in the scientific community that extensive landscap-
ina along the top of a oerm can degrade its attenuation
characteristics by scattering the diffracted sound energy.
This phenomenon merits further investigetion. For the
present it is recommended that landscaping along the top of

berms be kept to a minimum.
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Earth Berms: Line and Form

Earth berms, as the most natural appearing type of
noise barrier, should have a line and form similar to
a natural hillside. Siopes should approach a 3:1 ratio
wherever possible, with transitions in the form of an
S curve. Slopes that are steeper than this, With
sharply angled transitions, are erosion prone, diffi-
cult to plant and mainzain, and appear manmade.
Rather, one should get the feeling that the berm is a
natural landform. Where space allows, the fine of an
earth berm should vary to further create z natural
look. Several berms can be overlapped to create
pleasing effects while maintaining noise abatement
capability. Plantings should be used as vertical- ele-
ments on berms, whicn are distinctly horizontal

forms.

Angle section

S curve section
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Earth berm which varies
in plan

Perspective view
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